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Abstract 
 
 
Companies increasingly believe that sponsorship, and in particular sport 
sponsorship, can help them achieve their respective strategic objectives. Achieving 
sales objectives are especially important in the context of sport sponsorship, given 
that managers are under increasing pressure to justify their sponsorship expenditure, 
and that over two-thirds of all sponsorships are directed towards sports properties. 
However, isolating a sponsorship’s contribution to a company’s sales figures is 
difficult to accomplish, and even if this were possible, understanding the 
mechanisms behind consumers’ behavioural responses to that respective 
sponsorship would still constitute a challenge. Hence, understanding consumers’ 
behavioural purchase intentions, and what drives these intentions within sponsorship 
contexts, is of paramount importance. That said, little is known about what drives 
consumers’ purchase intentions in sponsorship settings. 
 
A greater understanding of consumers’ behavioural intentions within concurrent 
sponsorship settings is necessary. Concurrent sponsorships involve multiple brands 
sponsoring a property at the same time. As such, they are a more realistic and 
common sponsorship context than simple sponsor-sponsee dyads are. It is important 
to examine concurrent sponsorships because a collective is formed when multiple 
sponsors are involved. In turn, social psychology highlights that a collective is 
characterised by the degree to which its a priori members are perceived as a group. 
Groups are perceived qualitatively differently to dyads, and can also be perceived 
differently to the sum of their respective constituent parts. Moreover, the extent to 
which people perceive a collective as a group can impact upon their subsequent 
  
evaluations of that group and that group’s actions. Consequently, consumers’ 
evaluations of a sponsee’s concurrent sponsors and the sponsee itself may be 
affected by how concurrent sponsorships are perceived, which in turn may affect 
consumers’ behavioural intentions. Hence, it is imperative that concurrent 
sponsorship contexts are investigated. That said, there is scant literature 
investigating concurrent sponsorships, with sponsorship research historically 
focussing on sponsor-sponsee dyadic settings.  
 
This thesis contributes to our understanding of concurrent sponsorship settings of 
major sporting events by examining how people’s perceptions of concurrent 
sponsors’ entitativity influence both their purchase intentions towards a focal 
concurrent sponsor and their sponsee equity evaluations. 
 
An online questionnaire, utilising sponsorship vignettes (scenarios) as part of a 
factorial survey design, was sent to respondents of a mid-sized UK-based university. 
Scenarios were used to manipulate respondents into perceiving two concurrent 
sponsorship settings: a concurrent ‘official providers’ sponsorship setting and a 
concurrent ‘official financers’ sponsorship setting. 
 
Hypotheses were tested through Lisrel 8.71 where confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM) were performed. The results in both 
sponsorship contexts (concurrent ‘official providers’ and concurrent ‘official 
financers’) appear to be very similar. Specifically, the results suggest that people’s 
entitativity perceptions are positively related to their sponsee equity evaluations, 
which in turn are positively associated with people’s purchase intentions. Entitativity 
  
is also positively associated with consumers’ intentions to purchase from a 
concurrent sponsor but only when consumers attribute high levels of sincerity 
towards that sponsor. 
 
The one significant difference between the two sponsorship types (official providers 
and official financers) in the study concerns how sincerity affects the entitativity-
sponsee equity relationship. People’s attributions of sincerity moderate the 
relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity in the official provider concurrent 
sponsorship context, such that the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship becomes 
stronger. However, people’s attributions of sponsor sincerity do not affect the 
entitativity-sponsee equity relationship in the official financer concurrent sponsorship 
context. A post-hoc examination of repondents’ entitativity ratings also suggests 
people perceive official providers as being significantly more entitative than they do 
official financers. 
 
This study makes a number of contributions to both theory and management 
practice. For example, the study demonstrates how the entitativity concept, found 
within social psychology, can be applied to concurrent sponsorship settings, such 
that people’s behavioural intentions towards a sponsee and a concurrent sponsor, 
are influenced by their concurrent sponsor entitativity perceptions. Following this, 
concurrent sponsors and sponsee rights holders should consider how sponsors can 
foster people’s entitativity perceptions whilst at the same time communicate ‘sincere’ 
motives for their respective sponsee sponsorships, as sincerity perceptions are 
important too. This would not only help the sponsee’s rights holder by increasing 
sponsee equity but the results also suggest that people are more likely to purchase 
  
from a concurrent sponsor. That said, this may lead to further difficulties between 
sponsors and sponsees’ rights holders. For example, sponsees’ rights holders may 
be perceived as ‘needing’ sponsorships as opposed to being able to command them, 
which in turn could lead to difficult sponsorship negotiations between rights holders 
and potential sponsors. Second, the business and marketing acumens of sponsees’ 
rights holders are generally regarded to be lower than that of sponsors’. In fact, 
sponsors often act independently of sponsees’ rights holders when making 
sponsorship leveraging decisions and investments, and this is partly because 
sponsees’ rights holders are not proactive enough in working with the sponsors. 
Therefore, if sponsees’ rights holders do not have the capabilities to help sponsors’ 
foster entitative and sincere sponsorship contexts, sponsors may be unwilling to 
renew their sponsorship deals or even set up their own events. 
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Chapter One: INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The importance of sponsorship 
 
Sponsorship refers to an in-kind or financial investment in an activity not owned by a 
sponsor, in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with 
that activity (cf. Meenaghan 1991b). It has become critical for the sports industry 
over the last thirty years with sponsored activities – including organisations, events 
and athletes – becoming increasingly reliant on sponsors’ resources (Farrelly & 
Quester 2005, Bennett, Cunningham & Dees 2006). This is particularly true for 
major, modern-day sports events, which would not exist without sponsorship 
(Witcher et al. 1991, Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). A sponsored activity is 
often known as a sponsee or a sponsored property (these terms are used 
interchangeably in this thesis). 
 
Similarly, sponsoring organisations are increasingly reliant upon sponsees to help 
achieve their own respective “corporate, brand marketing, media, personal, and 
relationship-building objectives” (Johnston & Paulsen 2013, p. 4). This is evidenced 
by the $53.3 billion spent on worldwide sponsorship rights in 2013 (IEG 2013), 
compared to $2 billion in 1984 (Sponsorship Research International 1996). The 
increase in budgets directed towards sponsorship has resulted in sponsorship 
becoming one of the “fastest growing marketing platforms in recent decades” 
(Meenaghan & O'Sullivan 2013, p. 408). Within this context, 69% of all sponsorship 
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is spent on sport (International Events Group 2012) as companies place great 
importance on the use of this medium for marketing success (cf. Crimmins & Horn 
1996). Consequently, with companies investing a considerable amount of their 
resources into sponsorship, it is of little surprise that sponsorship managers are 
under increasing pressure to justify their use of sport as a communications tool and 
to measure the sponsorship ‘return on investment’ (ROI) and other performance 
outcomes (e.g. Currie 2004, Mueller 2011, Meenaghan 2011, Mazodier & Rezaee 
2013). 
 
1.2 Sponsorship performance outcomes 
 
1.2.1 Overview 
 
The primary reason for sponsoring is to “influence customer behavior” (Gwinner, 
Larson & Swanson 2009, p. 2) in a bid to a) justify the investment in sponsorship and 
b) increase sales of sponsored brands. In this context, sponsorship ‘ROI’ should be 
measured in such a way that it matches a company’s objectives for sponsoring in the 
first place (cf. Green 2008). Consumer-based sponsorship ROI measures are 
mindset metrics, which capture how a company’s sponsorship influences consumers 
(cf. Gijsenberg 2014a). Studies examining consumers’ mindset metrics are 
becoming an increasingly vital area of sponsorship research (Lee, Sandler & Shani 
1997, Ryan & Fahy 2012). The type of consumer-based mindset ROI metrics 
typically examined in sponsorship studies include: brand awareness (Johar & Pham 
1999), brand image (Gwinner & Eaton 1999), brand loyalty (Sirgy et al. 2008), brand 
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quality (Pope, Voges & Brown 2009), word of mouth of the sponsor’s products 
(Tsiotsou & Alexandris 2009), attitude towards the sponsoring brand (e.g. Gwinner, 
Larson & Swanson 2009, Johar & Pham 1999, Speed & Thompson 2000), and 
purchase intentions towards the sponsor (Lee, Sandler & Shani 1997, Harvey 2001, 
Madrigal 2001, Gwinner & Swanson 2003, Lings & Owen 2007, Alexandris, Tsaousi 
& James 2007, Lee & Cho 2009, Biscaia et al. 2013). Olson (2010) termed these 
consumer-based mindset ROI metrics, ‘sponsor equity’. 
 
Purchase intentions measures in particular are one of the most important mindset 
ROI metrics. This is because they are an integral component of consumer behaviour 
(Beerli & Santana 1999, Naylor, Lamberton & West 2012, Chandon, Morwitz & 
Reinartz 2005) and related to actual purchasing behaviour (cf. Schiffman & Kanuk 
2000, Schlosser 2003), which itself is related to the sales value of an organisation 
(Zhang & Breugelmans 2012). A company’s sales value is important within a 
sponsorship context because “for most sponsors the ultimate objective of 
sponsorship is to improve the performance of their bottom lines through increased 
sales” (Lings & Owen 2007, p. 484). That said, the impact sponsorship has on 
companies’ sales is not straight forward (Quester & Farrelly 1998). For example, a 
time-lag may exist between companies’ use of sponsorship and related sales 
activities (cf. Mazodier & Quester 2014). Therefore, while “productive sponsorship 
arrangements should induce positive behavioural tendencies from consumers” 
(Ngan, Prendergast & Tsang 2011, p. 552), this may not necessarily occur 
instantaneously. As such, purchase intentions metrics are important because they 
help evaluate people’s responses to sponsorship activities at a specific point in time 
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(cf. Bird & Ehrenberg 1966), and also feed into forecasting future demand (Juster 
1966). “These forecasts are useful inputs when making decisions” (Morwitz, Steckel 
& Gupta 2007, p. 347) such as whether a return on investment has been made and, 
consequently, whether a sponsorship should continue or not. Hence, purchase 
intention metrics, with their ability for use in both current- and future- time situations, 
are very often modelled as desirable outcomes for companies’ strategic marketing 
practices. 
 
1.2.2 Sponsorship types 
 
That said, relatively little is known about what drives consumers’ intentions to buy 
from a sponsor (Madrigal 2000, Smith, Graetz & Westerbeek 2008). Our lack of 
understanding extends to the type of sponsorship a sponsor chooses to engage in. 
There are two main types of sponsorship: ‘financial assistance’ and ‘in-kind 
assistance’. ‘Financial assistance’ occurs when properties receive financial support 
from sponsors (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). Sponsors which provide financial 
assistance may be known as ‘official sponsors’ or ‘official financers’. In return for 
sponsoring, ‘official financers’ usually hope to improve their image (Piquet 1985). 
Many properties such as the Olympic Games have specific images associated with 
them (cf. Farrelly, Quester & Greyser 2005) and sponsors seek to transfer these 
meanings found in these properties to themselves (Gwinner & Eaton 1999). 
Meanwhile, when properties receive other ‘benefits’ from sponsors, it is known as in-
kind assistance (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). Other ‘benefits’ can include using the 
sponsors’ products, services or capabilities during the event’s production (e.g. 
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Gwinner & Eaton 1999, Pope, Voges & Brown 2009, Fahy, Farrelly & Quester 2004, 
Olson 2010). Sponsors that provide ‘in-kind assistance’ may be known as ‘official 
providers’. In return, ‘official providers’ usually hope to demonstrate the quality of 
their products whilst the event is taking place (Piquet 1985, Tribou 2004). However, 
as of yet, little is known about how consumers respond (what drives their intentions 
to purchase) to the different types of sponsorship a sponsor chooses to undertake. In 
particular, research into consumers’ responses to ‘in-kind assistance’ is needed (cf. 
Pope, Voges & Brown 2009). 
 
1.2.3 Teams versus events 
 
Another lack of understanding of what drives people’s purchase intentions revolves 
around major sporting event contexts (cf. Gijsenberg 2014a). The previous literature 
that has investigated consumers’ behavioural (purchase) intentions in sponsorship 
contexts has predominantly focussed on sports team settings (Gwinner & Bennett 
2008). The reoccurring theme found in this literature is that people’s identification 
with a sports team is positively associated with their likelihood of purchasing from 
that sports teams’ sponsor (e.g. Madrigal 2001, Lings & Owen 2007, Lee & Cho 
2009, Biscaia et al. 2013). However, scarce attention has been given by leading 
marketing journals to companies’ event-related sponsorship activities including how 
they affect consumers’ behaviours (cf. Gijsenberg 2014a). 
 
Sports teams contexts are different to major sporting event contexts. In the former 
context, it is commonplace for sports teams’ fans to perceive their respective team’s 
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competition as rivals. When this rivalry is at its most intense, a rival team’s heartache 
(for example relegation from a league to the division below) can be celebrated as 
much as a fan’s own team’s success (for example, promotion) (i.e. schadenfreude 
Madrigal & Dalakas 2008). Also within these contexts, fans’ in-groups – i.e. fans’ 
own team and/or their own supporters – are salient in fans’ minds, which results in 
an out-group (the fans’ rival team and/or their rival team’s supporters) being looked 
upon unfavourably (Fisher & Wakefield 1998). In turn, the salient in-group versus 
out-group context can spill over to fans’ rival team’s sponsors. Specifically, one 
team’s fans are less likely to purchase from a sponsor of a rival team because of that 
sponsorship (Bergkvist 2012). Sports team contexts also involve sponsees playing 
regularly over a prolonged period of time (namely a season). This makes it is easier 
to build up and maintain a strong and coherent image in consumers’ (fans’) minds 
than if the team played irregularly (Carrillat & D’Astous 2014). Meanwhile, the same 
levels of in-group versus outgroup contexts are unlikely to be salient in people’s 
minds when they consider major sporting events. This is because people are unlikely 
to perceive the same level of direct rivalry between major sporting events. Instead, 
any in-group versus outgroup context is likely to occur when consumers follow the 
competitors (for example, the teams or individuals) that are competing in the major 
sporting events. As major sporting events are unlikely to have direct rivals in the 
eyes of consumers, it follows that fans’ identification with a major sporting event will 
not influence their behavioural intentions towards sponsors in quite the same way as 
they do in sports team contexts.  
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Major sports event contexts also differ from sports team contexts because they are 
‘one-off’ events. That is to say they occur “rarely” or “intermittently” so as to “draw 
sizable audiences” (Erickson & Kushner 1999, p. 350) and do not occur within an 
annual season format. For example, the IOC’s Winter and Summer Olympic Games, 
the FIFA World Cup, the UEFA European Championships, and the Commonwealth 
Games are quadrennial events. When a sporting event does not take place on a 
regular basis, people’s memories of sponsors involved in the events can decay too 
(Quester & Farrelly 1998) (this is less likely to occur when teams/players compete 
throughout a season). This is important given people’s awareness of a company’s 
sponsorship is a contributing factor of consumer-related behavioural intentions 
towards sponsors (e.g. Sirgy et al. 2008, Biscaia et al. 2013). That said, the irregular 
nature of major sporting events often means that sponsees’ rights holders rely on 
sponsors for the events to be put on in the first place (Witcher et al. 1991, Mazodier, 
Quester & Chandon 2012). In turn, sponsee consumers may purchase from a 
sponsor because the sponsee has benefited from the sponsorship (Pracejus 2004, 
Prendergast, Poon & West 2010). 
 
Finally, major sporting event contexts differ from team contexts with respect to the 
amount of money companies spend in the lead-up, during the actual event, and in 
the aftermath compared to when the event is not taking place. Specifically, a study 
by Gijsenberg (2014b) suggests that companies invest approximately 25% extra in 
advertising when major sporting events are on than when they aren’t, even if the 
companies are not sponsoring the event. Within a sports team context, it seems 
reasonable to assume that companies will not increase their level of expenditure to 
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the same extent when sports teams are playing, given the very nature of season-
long formats in which teams compete. Likewise, it seems reasonable to assume that 
non-sponsoring companies would be less opportunistic in trying to associate 
themselves with a sports team, given that sports teams’ games regularly occur. In 
turn, the general public’s attention towards the sports team would be less focussed 
(both in terms of timeframe and location), meaning non-sponsoring companies would 
find it difficult to “surf the waves of attention and enthusiasm of the consumers” in the 
same way as they can around major sporting events (Gijsenberg 2014a, p. 30). 
 
1.2.4 Purchase intentions 
 
Given companies’ increased investments around major sporting events and a 
general lack of understanding of antecedents to consumers’ purchase intentions in 
these sponsorship contexts, it is unsurprising that further research has been called 
for. Specifically “[c]onsumer behavior oriented research…could enhance our 
understanding of the psychological processes that take place in associating brands 
with the values incorporated by the events, and how it affects the evolution of a wide 
set of mindset metrics over time” (Gijsenberg 2014a, p. 32). Mindset metrics are 
consumer-based sponsor equity metrics such as brand attitude and purchase 
intentions (cf. Olson 2010, Mazodier & Quester 2014). 
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1.3 Concurrent sponsors 
 
Research investigating consumer-based mindset (performance) metrics has 
primarily focussed on dyadic sponsorship settings, namely studies involving one 
sponsor and one sponsee (Cornwell, Weeks & Roy 2005). That said, even within this 
literature, much of the focus has been towards sponsor-related metrics, resulting in 
little understanding of how sponsorships influence people’s behavioural intentions 
towards sponsees (Olson 2010).  
 
Even fewer studies have considered sponsorship outcomes for both sponsors and 
sponsees in concurrent sponsorship settings (exceptions that have considered 
concurrent sponsorship settings include Ruth and Simonin (2003), Carrillat, Harris 
and Lafferty (2010), and Groza, Cobbs and Schaefers (2012)). This is surprising 
given that concurrent sponsorships are a more realistic and common occurrence 
(Groza, Cobbs & Schaefers 2012). Concurrent sponsorships involve multiple brands 
sponsoring the same property at the same time (cf. Carrillat, Harris and Lafferty 
(2010)). The sponsoring brands therefore form a collective. In turn, social psychology 
informs us that a collective is characterised by the degree to which a priori separate 
entities that compose it are perceived as a group (Campbell 1958, Hamilton, 
Sherman & Castelli 2002). This is known as entitativity (Lickel et al. 2000). That is, 
entitativity is concerned with people’s perceptions that a collective is a group as 
opposed to whether a collective is actually a group (cf. Moreland & McMinn 2004). 
Thus, concurrent sponsors, being a collective, will be inherently characterised by 
their degree of entitativity (ranging from high to low). In other words, a collective of 
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sponsors will have a level of perceived ‘groupness’ about them despite their actual 
groupness not being stated or known. 
 
Yet, despite concurrent sponsors inherently forming collectives, and collectives being 
associated with varying levels of (perceived) entitativity, little is known about people’s 
entitativity perceptions of concurrent sponsors. On the one hand, entitativity may be 
perceived as low because, for example, concurrent sponsors traditionally leverage 
their associations with a property independently of one another. On the other hand, 
concurrent sponsors may be perceived as having a higher level of entitativity. This 
may occur, for example, because sponsees’ rights holders offer similar assets to 
sponsors for sponsorship-linked marketing purposes. Sponsees believe assets such 
as “accessibility to celebrities, access to the venue, event images, and customer 
databases offer value to potential sponsors” and particularly so when media 
coverage is high (Wishart, Seung & Cornwell 2012, p. 347). This has led to some 
sponsorship experts stating that hospitality is the asset which “differentiate[s] 
sponsors from each other” (Burton et al. 2011, p. 210). However, hospitality is 
predominantly associated with business-to-business (B2B) sponsorships, which in 
turn, suggests that when sponsors are targeting consumers, they leverage the other 
sponsorships assets they have secured in similar ways to one another. When 
separate entities act in a similar manner, entitativity perceptions can be raised (Ip, 
Chiu & Wan 2006). 
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1.4 Entitativity 
 
Entitativity’s roots stem from social psychology where it was originally 
conceptualised as “[t]he degree of having the nature of an entity, of having real 
existence” (Campbell 1958; note 2, p. 17). Campbell’s (1958) paper suggested 
entitativity refers to “whether groups seem real or not…[and] also refers to whether 
groups are real or not…[which makes entitativity’s terminology] awkward” (Moreland 
& McMinn 2004, p. 420). As such, Moreland and McMinn (2004) suggested that 
entitativity should be understood as the perceived reality of a group (i.e. perceptions 
of ‘groupness’ as opposed to actual ‘groupness’ of collectives), as this is by far the 
predominant way in which researchers utilise the entitativity concept. Actual 
groupness of collectives, the authors argue, should be given an alternative name1. 
Indeed, Lickel et al. (2000, p. 224) stated in their seminal paper that “[t]he degree to 
which different groups are actually unified, coherent, and organized has been 
studied extensively… In contrast, our analysis (although in places drawing on 
concepts from the group dynamics literature) is directed toward an understanding of 
lay persons' subjective impressions [i.e. perceptions] of entitativity”. Following Lickel 
et al. (2000) and Moreland and McMinn (2004), entitativity is understood in this 
thesis to mean the perception that a collective is perceived as a group. 
 
The extent to which entitativity is ‘seen’ (i.e. the extent to which people perceive 
‘groupness’) in collectives can vary from collective to collective. Some collectives 
                                                          
1
 The authors subsequently focus on ‘social integration’ as a property of actual groupness. Social 
integration is define by the authors as “the degree to which a set of people acts, thinks, and feels like 
an individual” (Moreland and McMinn 2004, p. 421) 
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(collections of individuals) are perceived to have more ‘groupness’ about them than 
others do (Lickel et al. 2000).  
 
Recent research has also demonstrated that people’s perceptions of a collective’s 
entitativity influence their beliefs and inferences about the group and its members (cf. 
Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a)). Moreover, there is also 
evidence to suggest that entitativity is linked to attitudinal (Rydell & McConnell 2005) 
and behavioural outcomes (Smith, Faro & Burson 2013). 
 
1.5 Entitativity and concurrent sponsorships 
 
Therefore, given concurrent sponsors are collectives (as outlined above), and 
collectives have a level of entitativity associated with them, people will perceive 
entitativity in concurrent sponsorship contexts (ranging from high to low). As such, 
entitativity provides a “relevant perspective to conceptualize the processing of 
concurrent sponsoring brands” because it accounts “for the processing of numerous 
and simultaneous brand equity sources” (namely sponsors and sponsees) (Carrillat, 
Solomon, & D’Astous 2015, p. 300). Yet despite this, little work has considered 
entitativity in sponsorship contexts (bar the work of Carrillat and colleagues). This is 
surprising given that concurrent sponsorships represent the sponsorship norm. 
Meanwhile, entitativity perceptions are associated with people’s attitudes (Rydell & 
McConnell 2005) and behaviours (Smith, Faro & Burson 2013). Thus, it is quite 
possible that entitativity perceptions of concurrent sponsors influence people’s 
attitudes and behaviours in concurrent sponsorship contexts too. More specifically, 
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people’s behavioural intentions towards the sponsee and towards the concurrent 
sponsors may be impacted by their entitativity perceptions. That is, entitativity may 
impact people’s likelihoods of consuming the sponsee as well as their likelihoods of 
purchasing from the sponsors. Hence, a potential entitativity-behaviour link is 
important for both sponsees and sponsors because in both cases performance 
outcomes could be affected by changes in consumption and purchasing behavior 
due to entitativity perceptions. 
 
1.6 Support for an entitativity-behavioural link in marketing literature 
 
Support for an entitativity-behavioural link can be found within the wider marketing 
literature (albeit it there is relatively scant literature here too). Specifically, Smith, 
Faro and Burson (2013) found that people made higher charitable donations when 
recipients of those donations were perceived positively and as being entitative than 
when they were perceived positively and as being inentitative. However, the opposite 
was true when the recipients were perceived negatively. That is, lower charitable 
donations were made when the recipients were perceived negatively and entitative 
than when they were perceived negatively and inentitative.  
 
Hence, the scant marketing literature, which has examined an entitativity-behavioural 
(namely the study by Smith, Faro and Burson (2013)), indicates that higher levels of 
entitativity could lead to more favourable or more infavourable sponsorship 
performance outcomes for both a sponsee and the concurrent sponsors. More 
specifically, people’s likelihood of consuming the sponsee may increase, as could 
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their purchase intentions towards the concurrent sponsors as entitativity increases. 
Conversely, higher levels of entitativity could lead to decreases in people’s likelihood 
of consuming the sponsee as well as decreases in consumers’ purchase intentions 
towards the concurrent sponsors. 
 
That said, a commercial sponsorship context is very different to a context involving 
charity donations (namely the study by Smith, Faro and Burson (2013). In the former 
case people are evaluating two different types of external entities (the sponsor(s) 
and the sponsee) before deciding upon their behavioural intentions, whilst in the 
latter case people are evaluating one external entity (the victims to whom they are 
considering donating to). Further, modern-day sponsorships are generally 
considered to have strategic commercial objectives behind them (Messner & 
Reinhard 2012) whereas charity giving is more altruistic in its roots (Wright 2001). 
Therefore it is unknown whether any entitativity-behavioural link exists in the same 
way as it appears to in charity-giving contexts. Consequently, it is of paramount 
importance that a greater understanding of entitativity within concurrent sponsorship 
contexts is gained because entitativity may have beneficial or detrimental effects on 
concurrent sponsors’ and sponsees’ respective performance outcomes (including 
sponsee equity and purchase intentions towards concurrent sponsors).  
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1.7 Research Gaps 
 
Three key research gaps are identified from the discussion above. 
 
First, the link between a company’s use of sponsorship and people’s purchase 
intentions towards that sponsoring company is not fully understood (Madrigal 2000, 
Smith, Graetz & Westerbeek 2008), and particularly so within sport event concurrent 
sponsorship contexts (cf. Gijsenberg (2014a); Carrillat, Solomon, and D’Astous 
(2015)). That is, previous sponsorship research that has investigated people’s 
behavioural outcomes towards a sponsor (namely purchase intentions) has done so 
through focussing on sponsor-sponsee dyads, overlooking the fact that most 
properties involve multiple (i.e. concurrent) sponsors. In turn, a property’s concurrent 
sponsors are a collective, and as such, have a level of (perceived) entitativity 
associated with them (ranging from high to low). Given that people’s entitativity 
perceptions are linked to behavioural outcomes (Smith, Faro & Burson 2013), it is 
foreseeable that people’s concurrent sponsors’ entitativity perceptions could impact 
upon their purchase intentions towards a concurrent sponsor. Yet, in the absence of 
entitativity research in concurrent sponsorship contexts, little is known about how 
consumers’ perceived entitativity of concurrent sponsors affects these same 
consumers’ intentions to buy from a sponsoring brand. A lack of understanding of 
how major sports events’ concurrent sponsors’ respective ROI (and other 
performance outcome) figures can be affected by people’s entitativity perceptions 
should be of particular concern to sponsors given that approximately 25% increases 
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in advertising expenditure are seen around the time sporting events are held 
(Gijsenberg 2014b). 
 
The second research gap revolves around our lack of understanding into how 
people’s concurrent sponsor perceptions may impact upon people’s sponsee 
evaluations (e.g. Ruth & Simonin 2006, Walker et al. 2011). More specifically, there 
has been little attempt made “to predict or understand the basis of [sponsee 
evaluations and there is]… little theoretical or empirical guidance for the 
development of predictor constructs” of sponsee evaluations in the literature (Olson 
2010, p. 196). This is especially true in concurrent sponsorship settings. Sponsees 
can be considered as brands in their own right (Abosag, Roper & Hind 2012) and 
may even have their own unique associations in consumers’ minds (Chien, Cornwell 
& Pappu 2012). It is these associations, which sponsors try and associate 
themselves with (Gijsenberg 2014a) in the hope that the sponsees’ images spill over 
to the sponsors themselves (e.g. Gwinner & Eaton 1999, Cliffe & Motion 2005). Yet, 
how sponsees are affected by sponsorships is not at all understood, even within 
dyadic sponsorship settings (Olson 2010).  
 
The final research gap stems from the fact that little is understood about how 
sponsor equity is influenced by the use of sponsors’ products (or services) during an 
event (cf. Pope, Voges & Brown 2009) (i.e. when sponsors act as ‘official providers’ 
(Carrillat & D’Astous 2012)). This is despite sponsorship definitions often 
distinguishing between the two types of sponsorships, thus suggesting that the two 
sponsorships types are considered differently (see Chapter 2 and Table 38 
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(Appendix 1) for sponsorship definitions). For example, Meenaghan (1983, p. 9) 
suggests that sponsorship is “regarded as the provision of assistance either financial 
or in-kind to an activity by a commercial organisation for the purpose of achieving 
commercial objectives” whilst Meenaghan (1991b, p. 36) defines sponsorship as “an 
investment, in cash or in kind, in an activity, in return for access to the exploitable 
commercial potential associated with that activity”. Sponsors that provide non-
financial resources to a sponsee have a direct congruence (cf. Pope, Voges & Brown 
2009) or functional-based similarity with the property (Gwinner 1997, Gwinner & 
Eaton 1999). Meanwhile sponsors that provide financial resources to a sponsee 
have an indirect congruence (cf. Pope, Voges & Brown 2009) or image-based 
similarity with the property (Gwinner 1997, Gwinner & Eaton 1999). Further, 
sponsors’ objectives behind providing non-financial resources are generally said to 
revolve around being able to demonstrate the quality of their respective products or 
services. Meanwhile sponsors’ objectives behind official financer sponsorships are 
generally said to revolve around image enhancement and spill-over opportunities 
that may stem from being associated with a sponsee (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
That said, little is known about how these two types of sponsorships, and in 
particular official provider sponsorships, affect consumers’ behavioural (purchase) 
intentions. The little that is known (outside of a sponsorship context) indicates that 
people’s evaluations of functional-based alliances – as are found in official provider 
contexts – are different to their evaluations of alliances which involve other 
dimensions such as an image-related dimensions – as would be found in official 
financer contexts (cf. Lanseng and Olsen (2012)).  
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1.8 Research Objectives 
 
Stemming directly from the three research gaps identified above, this study has three 
key objectives. 
 
The first objective is to examine the link between sponsorship and people’s purchase 
intentions towards sponsors in concurrent sponsorship contexts (as opposed to the 
less realistic settings of sponsor-sponsee dyadic contexts that are used for the 
majority of sponsorship investigations). In doing so, this study seeks to establish the 
relevance of the entitativity concept in concurrent sponsorships by discovering the 
extent to which people’s perceived entitativity of concurrent sponsors impacts (or 
otherwise) their purchase intentions towards sponsoring brands. 
 
The second objective is to investigate how people’s perceived concurrent sponsors’ 
entitativity levels influence their evaluations of a sponsee. 
 
The final objective of this research is to expand on the literature on in-kind 
assistance sponsorship, which has currently received little attention. The specific gap 
that will be addressed in this research is whether people’s behavioural (purchase) 
intentions towards sponsors and sponsees are affected by their concurrent sponsor 
entitativity perceptions when sponsors are ‘official providers’ and when they are 
‘official financers’. 
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1.9 Contribution to Theory and Practice 
 
The study makes a number of contributions to both theory and practice. These are 
outlined below. 
 
1.9.1 Contribution to Theory 
 
First, this research hopes to add to the negligible literature which uses the concept of 
entitativity outside of the social psychology domain (see Carrillat (2005), Palmatier, 
Scheer and Steenkamp (2007), Palmatier et al. (2007), and Carrillat, Solomon, and 
D’Astous (2015) for exceptions). In particular, this research aims to show that the 
entitativity concept can be applied to other social objects (namely brands) and not 
just to people or other living entities, as has often been the case. That is, studies 
examining people’s entitativity perceptions have usually investigated collectives of 
people. This is true in both social psychology (e.g. Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & 
Sherman 2007a) and marketing (e.g. Palmatier et al. 2007a). If people also perceive 
entitativity in brand-related contexts, then a more generalisable understanding of 
entitativity is found. 
 
Second, and following on from the point above, this research aims to show that the 
outcomes of people’s entitativity perceptions in brand-related contexts are similar to 
the outcomes found in the social psychology literature. More specifically, at present, 
the link between people’s entitativity perceptions of sponsees’ concurrent sponsors 
and their evaluations of both sponsors and sponsees is not fully understood. If the 
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outcomes of entitativity are similar in concurrent sponsorship contexts, a better 
understanding of the boundary conditions surrounding entitativity will be achieved. 
Further, there has also been a recent call in the social psychology literature for 
research examining whether high entitative groups are praised more for virtuous 
behaviour compared to low entitative groups (Newheiser, Sawaoka & Dovidio 2012). 
All things being equal, “sponsorship is an intrinsically favorable action…a good act 
that is worthy of liking” (Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006, p. 156). In other words, 
sponsorship is a good thing a company engages in and as such should be looked 
upon favourably by people (cf. Marshall & Cook 1992). Therefore, sponsoring brands 
should be praised for their sponsorships. In turn, examining whether entitative 
(sponsoring) brands are praised more for a virtuous act like sponsorship will help 
answer the recent call. 
 
Third, little is understood about the outcomes of people’s implicit evaluations of the 
different types of concurrent sponsors (official financers or official providers). 
Instead, previous research has either not distinguished between the different types 
of sponsorships (cf. Prendergast, Poon & West 2010) or has predominantly focussed 
on official financers. This has led to more calls for research examining official 
provider contexts (cf. Pope, Voges & Brown 2009). In fact, to the author’s best 
knowledge, only one study has directly compared consumers’ responses to a 
sponsor, when they have been informed that that sponsor was an official provider 
and/or an official financer (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). This current study therefore 
contributes to the scarce literature on sponsorship ‘type’. If similar results are found 
in this study between both official provider and official financer contexts, then it 
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would appear as though consumers treat both sponsorship types in a similar 
manner. However, if consumers’ responses differ depending upon the two 
sponsorship types, then it suggests future sponsorship research must consider the 
nuances consumers implicitly perceive between official providers and official 
financers.  
 
1.9.2 Contribution to Practice 
 
First, sponsoring organisations seek appropriate sponsorship opportunities so that 
there are synergies between a property and the sponsor (e.g. Cunningham, Cornwell 
& Coote 2009). However, despite the obvious strategic implications of considering 
the other sponsors involved with any given sponsee, sponsors do not tend to 
consider each other when deciding and organising sponsorship arrangements. This 
study is a first step towards determining the implications of being considered a group 
of sponsors rather than a collection of individual sponsors of any given sponsee.  
 
Second, and following on from this, there is already evidence to suggest that other 
sponsors can influence consumers’ perceptions of a manager’s own brand (cf. Ruth 
& Simonin 2003, Ruth & Simonin 2006, Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 2010). This 
research aims to contribute to this understanding by exploring whether consumers’ 
perceptions of concurrent sponsors’ entitativity influences their perceptions of a focal 
sponsor as well. This should help organisations decide how to leverage their 
sponsorship associations and whether it is best to proactively align themselves with 
other sponsors or try and work independently of the other sponsors.  
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Third, it is unknown whether people’s perceptions of concurrent sponsors’ entitativity 
influence their sponsee evaluations. Understanding this is important for a sponsee’s 
rights holder for a number of reasons. For example, a rights holder may want to 
encourage greater perceptions of concurrent sponsor entitativity because it may 
increase his or her own property’s sponsee equity. Sponsee equity in this study is 
concerned with people’s likelihood of consuming the event (Stewart, Smith & 
Nicholson 2003, Ruth & Simonin 2006, Olson 2010). If sponsee equity evaluations 
increase, owners of sponsored properties may wish to consider future sponsorship 
contracts which include clauses that state concurrent sponsors must work together 
and be perceived as highly entitative. However, if people’s concurrent sponsors’ 
entitativity perceptions negatively impact upon a property’s sponsee equity, it may be 
that a sponsee’s rights holder includes clauses in future sponsorship contracts, 
which limits the amount of interaction that concurrent sponsors can have. 
Alternatively, sponsee’s rights holders may consider limiting the assets they allow 
concurrent sponsors to leverage so that potential entitativity perceptions can be 
suppressed when sponsors undertake their respective sponsorship-linked marketing 
activities. 
 
Fourth, this work should also contribute to management practice by highlighting a 
future sponsorship platform to which concurrent sponsors can work towards. 
Activating and leveraging sponsorships can cost up to eight times as much as the 
actual sponsorship amount (O’Reilly & Horning 2013) as firms try and promote their 
associations with a sponsee. Any positive influence other sponsors may have on one 
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another suggests that the cost of leveraging the sponsorship could be dramatically 
reduced if sponsors combined at least some of their efforts. In principle, working 
together should not be an issue for sponsors because each sponsor has come from 
a unique industry and is therefore not in direct competition with another sponsor 
(Fortunato & Richards 2007). Also, the money saved from leveraging an individual 
sponsor’s association with a property could be used to foster greater collaboration 
between sponsors. This in turn could lead to greater sustainable competitive 
advantages for the respective sponsors (Fahy, Farrelly & Quester 2004) through 
increased innovation performance (Faems, Van Looy & Debackere 2005) or 
increased ambush marketing protection. Ambush marketers are often competitors of 
a property’s sponsoring companies. One particular goal of ambush marketers is to 
use misleading communications in such a way that consumers believe these 
companies are sponsors (Gijsenberg 2014a) instead of the sponsors themselves. 
However, if concurrent sponsors actively associate themselves with one another in a 
similar way to how they associate themselves with a respective sponsee, it could 
lead to stronger and multiple associative linkages between all of the parties involved 
(i.e. concurrent sponsors and sponsees) in people’s minds (cf. Cornwell et al. 2006). 
In other words, one concurrent sponsor no longer has to rely on its direct link 
between itself and a sponsee in people’s minds but can also rely on its indirect link 
through other concurrent sponsors’ links. Consequently, ambush marketers’ 
misleading communications may become less effective due to people’s stronger 
associative links between each of the concurrent sponsors and with the sponsee. In 
turn, ambush marketers should find it harder to create their own associations with a 
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sponsee because they are now competing in people’s minds with a sponsor that has 
multiple direct and indirect links to a sponsee. 
 
1.10 Structure of Thesis 
 
Having discussed how this research would contribute to theory and practice, a 
structure of the thesis is now outlined. First, a literature review is presented, 
commencing with a historical background and conceptual definitions. The review 
then outlines the benefits of sponsorship before moving onto how sponsorship ROI is 
examined. Here, the rationale for focussing on consumer-based ROI metrics is 
given. Important antecedents of consumer-based ROI metrics are also presented. 
Next, concurrent sponsorship literature is highlighted and, where necessary, co-
branding papers from outside of the sponsorship literature are examined where 
appropriate. After this, the concept, ‘entitativity’, from the social psychology domain 
is introduced before its outcomes are outlined (both from the respective social 
psychology and marketing fields). 
 
The chapters after the literature review are as follows: first, Chapter 3 presents the 
study’s conceptual model alongside the developed hypotheses; Chapter 4 outlines 
the methodology used in this study. Here, an appropriate method for conducting this 
research is explained, including why other methods were deemed less suitable for 
the purposes of this research; Third, the research is undertaken and this is followed 
by the analysis of the data in Chapter 5; finally, Chapter 6 presents the subsequent 
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interpretation of this data alongside a discussion, the limitations and future research 
directions.
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Chapter Two: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
2.1  Introduction 
 
This chapter begins by giving a historical overview of sponsorship, including its 
conceptual definitions and the recurring themes found within the sponsorship 
literature. It then moves onto defining sponsor equity and the ways in which sponsor 
equity can be measured. Next, the antecedents of consumer-based sponsor equity 
are highlighted before an explanation is given as to why literature on groups, found 
within the social psychology domain, is needed to underpin concurrent sponsorship 
research. After this, the social psychology literature on entitativity and entitativity’s 
outcomes is elaborated upon. Finally, a brief summary is given of where the 
entitativity concept has been used within marketing before concluding chapter 
remarks are made. 
  
2.2  Sponsorship in the literature 
 
2.2.1 Historical background 
 
Since its inception, sponsorship has significantly evolved. Its roots lie in Ancient 
Greece and Rome, where it was used for philanthropic purposes (Meenaghan 1998). 
Philanthropic sponsorship is still in existence today (cf. Ryan & Fahy 2012). 
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However, it is generally accepted that commercial objectives are the most common 
motivations for modern-day sponsorship use (Dolphin 2003). Modern-day 
sponsorship can be traced back to the 1950s when a presidential physical fitness 
programme was sponsored (Lazarus 1984, cited in Shannon (1999)). However, the 
major growth in commercially-orientated sponsorship began around the 1970s 
(Meenaghan 1998). Since then, sponsorship has become one of the fastest growing 
marketing platforms (Meenaghan & O’Sullivan 2013). It was projected that, globally, 
$53.3 billion was spent on acquiring sponsorship rights in 2013 – up from $5.6 billion 
in 1987 (IEG 2013, cited in Meenaghan (2013)). 
 
Despite the proliferation of commercially-orientated sponsorship activities, 
publications in ‘mainstream’ marketing, management and consumer behaviour 
journals have, historically, been rather rare (cf. Shannon (1999)) and especially so in 
leading marketing journals (cf. Gijsenberg (2014a)). This changed when Cornwell 
and Maignan (1998) published their international review and analysis of sponsorship 
research in the Journal of Advertising. Since Cornwell and Maignan’s (1998) paper, 
sponsorship literature has been found in a broad range of mainstream academic 
marketing journals2. For example, academic articles on sponsorship can be found in 
the Journal of Consumer Research (e.g. Cornwell et al. (2006)), Psychology and 
Marketing (e.g. Fleck and Quester (2007)), Journal of Marketing Research (e.g. 
Johar and Pham (1999)), International Journal of Research in Marketing (e.g. 
Mazodier and Quester (2014)), Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (e.g. 
                                                          
2
 For the purposes of this work, ‘mainstream’ journals are considered as those found in the 2010 ABS 
Business Journal Ranking List 
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Olson and Thjømøe (2009)), European Journal of Marketing (e.g. Fahy, Farrelly and 
Quester (2004)), Journal of Marketing Management (e.g. Lings and Owen (2007)), 
Journal of Sport Management (e.g. Gwinner and Bennett  (2008)), Journal of 
Advertising (e.g. Carrillat, Harris and Lafferty (2010)), Journal of Advertising 
Research (e.g. Chadwick and Thwaites (2005)), International Journal of Advertising 
(e.g. Groza, Cobbs and Schaefers (2012)), Industrial Marketing Management (e.g. 
Farrelly, Quester and Burton (2006)) and the Journal of Business Research (e.g. 
Sirgy et al. (2008)). Sponsorship studies have also been found in highly acclaimed 
journals from other disciplines such as the Journal of Consumer Psychology (e.g. 
Menon and Kahn (2003)), the Journal of Applied Psychology (e.g. Humphreys et al. 
(2010)) and Contemporary Accounting Research (e.g. Neu, Everett and Rahaman 
(2013)). 
 
2.2.2 Conceptual definitions 
 
2.2.2.1 Defining sponsorship 
 
Surprisingly, no accepted definition of the term ‘sponsorship’ exists (Walliser 2003b). 
Table 38 (Appendix 1) provides a summary of the conceptual definitions of 
sponsorship that are found in the literature to date. The sponsorship definitions by 
Meenaghan (1983), Sandler and Shani (1989) and Meenaghan (1991b) are 
generally representative of the sponsorship definitions in Table 38. Meenaghan 
(1983, p. 9) suggests that sponsorship is “regarded as the provision of assistance 
either financial or in-kind to an activity by a commercial organisation for the purpose 
of achieving commercial objectives” whilst Sandler and Shani (1989, p. 10) propose 
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that sponsorship is “The provision of resources (e.g. money, people, equipment) by 
an organization directly to an event or activity in exchange for a direct association to 
the event or activity. The providing organization can then use this direct association 
to achieve either their corporate, marketing, or media objectives.” ‘Provision’ can be 
defined as “the action of providing or supplying something for use” Oxford 
Dictionaries (n.d.a). This definition suggests a short-term, ‘add on’ and philanthropic 
approach to sponsorship. Meanwhile, Meenaghan (1991b, p. 36) defines 
sponsorship as “an investment, in cash or in kind, in an activity, in return for access 
to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity”. The word 
‘investment’ is important in Meenaghan’s (1991b) definition because it is the first 
time in the sponsorship literature a definition implies long-term profit-related 
intentions can drive sponsorship decision making. Meenaghan’s (1991b) update of 
previous sponsorship definitions may also reflect the ‘newness’ and evolving nature 
of sponsorship as a commercial vehicle for companies during this period. 
Meenaghan (1991b, p.36) himself stated at the time that “[s]ponsorship is a relatively 
recent development and can truly be described as an area of marketing in which 
basic principles are still being laid down.” 
 
Sponsorship definitions have continued to be adapted up to the present day. For 
example, Lii and Lee (2012, p. 71) state that sponsorship is “a strategic investment, 
in cash or in kind…in an activity to access the exploitable commercial potential 
associated with the sponsored entity or event [i.e. a sponsored property or 
sponsee].” The adaptation in these definitions most likely reflects the evolving 
principles of sponsorship into a strategic tool (Ryan & Fahy 2012). Many companies 
have moved beyond sponsorship-use for short-term financial gains (which were 
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often independent of broader corporate and marketing objectives (e.g. Witcher et al. 
(1991))), to one where sponsorship is used strategically for creating sustainable 
competitive advantages (Fahy, Farrelly & Quester 2004). Buhler, Chadwick and 
Nufer (2009, p. 99) even suggest that “the role of sponsorship has been enhanced 
from that of a supporting marketing tool to the foundation of a marketing strategy, 
with sponsorship increasingly being a sales-orientated tool.” When sponsorship is 
used strategically, organisations can achieve a number of “corporate, brand 
marketing, media, personal, and relationship-building objectives” (Johnston & 
Paulsen 2013, p. 4). Marketing objectives organisations aim to achieve through 
sponsorship include “sales, brand, hospitality, [and] internal marketing” objectives 
(O’Reilly & Madill 2012, p. 52). 
 
2.2.2.2 Weaknesses of alternative sponsorship definitions 
 
There are at least two weaknesses found in the sponsorship definitions in Table 38. 
First, some of the definitions restrict the scope of sponsorship. For example, the 
definition of Buhler, Chadwick and Nufer (2009, p. 92) limits sponsorship’s scope 
because it states that a sponsee offers a “predefined service”. This suggests a 
transactional approach to sponsorship, whereby the sponsee’s rights holder is only 
obliged to fulfil those commitments outlined in a sponsorship contract. But this does 
not reflect modern-day sponsorships. For example, there is evidence to suggest that 
pro-active sponsees’ rights holders create “additional value” for sponsors so that 
sponsorship contracts are more likely to be renewed (Farrelly, Quester & Burton 
2006, p. 1019). These sponsorships are strategic, based on a long-term, 
interdependent relationship between sponsors and sponsees, and arguably 
demonstrate sponsorship best-practice (cf. Ryan and Fahy (2012)). However, under 
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the definition of Buhler, Chadwick & Nufer (2009), they would not be classed as 
sponsorships. 
 
Second, some of the definitions use words which are already covered by over-
arching terms found elsewhere in the definitions. For example, the definition of Lee 
(2010, p. 89) uses the words, “…funds, resources, or services…” ‘Funds’ and 
‘services’ are captured by the word ‘resources’, which makes the two former words 
redundant. 
 
2.2.2.3 Definition of sponsorship used in this thesis 
 
For the purposes of this thesis, sponsorship is defined as an in-kind or financial 
investment in an activity not owned by a sponsor, in return for access to the 
exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity (cf. Meenaghan 1991b). 
‘Investment’ is defined as “an act of devoting time, effort, or energy [or money] to a 
particular undertaking with the expectation of a worthwhile result” (Oxford 
Dictionaries n.d.b). An activity in the context of sponsorship refers to a third-party 
sponsored property, also known as a sponsee (Madrigal 2000) or an object (Olson 
2010). The third-party properties “can be an organization, team, program, or event 
that requires resources in order to accomplish its objectives” (Madill & O’Reilly 2010, 
p. 133). 
 
The above definition encapsulates sponsorship’s basic elements. Specifically, 
resources are given to the rights holder of a sponsee – an external party – and in 
return a sponsor gains the right(s) to associate itself with that sponsee (Dean 2002). 
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The above definition also has five important elements associated with it. First, it does 
not limit sponsorship’s scope whereby a ‘predefined service’ is offered, as suggested 
by Buhler, Chadwick and Nufer (2009). Second, the use of the word ‘investment’ 
indicates that sponsors have commercial objectives behind a sponsorship, which 
distinguishes sponsorship from pure philanthropy. Third, and related to the second 
point, it allows ‘official provider’ sponsorships (through in-kind assistance) and 
‘official financer’ sponsorships (through financial assistance) to be treated as 
commercially-orientated investments. Fourth, the removal of the word ‘strategic’ that 
is found in some definitions allows for sponsorship’s use to be both tactical and 
strategic. Fifth, the use of the words, ‘not owned by a sponsor’ distinguishes 
sponsorship from events marketing. The latter involves companies using their own 
properties (events) as platforms for their own brand(s), whilst the former uses third 
parties’ properties (Nufer 2013). 
 
2.2.3 Sponsorship themes in the literature 
 
Despite there not being an accepted sponsorship definition, three distinct themes 
associated with sponsorship can be found in the literature: (1) a connection between 
the sponsor and the sponsee; (2) reciprocity between the two entities; and (3) the 
benefits that a sponsee and sponsor can gain from sponsorship. 
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2.2.3.1 Connection 
 
A ‘connection’ between the sponsor and sponsee is the first theme discussed. There 
are two types of ‘connections’ in sponsorship. The first connection is an ‘actual’ 
connection based on the sponsorship contract. The second connection is a 
‘perceived’ connection based on people’s mental constructions of a sponsor-
sponsee relationship (Johar & Pham 1999, Pham & Johar 2001). These are now 
discussed in turn. 
 
The ‘actual’ connection between a sponsor and sponsee commences when a 
sponsorship contract is signed. The contract “involves a commercial transaction to 
transfer defined rights, either exclusively or jointly, to a purchaser” (Meenaghan 
1996, p. 104). Here, the sponsor is the purchaser, whilst the sponsee is the seller. 
The contract sets out the legally binding framework that both a sponsor and a 
sponsee must adhere to as part of their sponsorship agreement (cf. Turner & 
Cusumano 2000). This means the contract outlines the actual requirements and 
obligations that both parties must meet and hence the actual connection. A 
sponsorship contract may include exclusivity clauses that prohibit other companies 
that compete within the same industry as a sponsor from also sponsoring that 
sponsee (or at least sponsoring the same ‘part’ of the sponsee – it is technically 
possible for exclusivity clauses to be signed for certain aspects of a sponsored 
property whilst other parts are left without exclusivity clauses. This potentially leaves 
opportunities for rival companies to also sponsor certain aspects of the same 
sponsee) (Fortunato & Richards 2007). 
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Even though a sponsorship contract may be signed, consumers may not be aware of 
the ‘actual’ connection between a sponsor and a sponsee. This has important 
implications for sponsors because, as a minimum, people must recognise “that a 
company is involved as a sponsor…if any commercial return is to be generated from 
sponsorship” (Quester 1997b, p. 102). Consequently, a sponsoring company often 
undertakes sponsorship-linked marketing activities to increase the likelihood of 
people becoming aware of its ‘actual’ connection with the respective sponsee (cf. 
Cornwell 1995). 
 
An ‘actual’ connection is arguably less important than a perceived connection. As 
mentioned above, it is insufficient for an ‘actual’ connection alone to be in place if a 
sponsor is to receive any commercial returns from the sponsorship. Instead, people 
must be made aware of the connection. In fact, people may perceive a connection 
between a company and a sponsee without an actual connection being present (e.g. 
Pham and Johar (2001)). In other words, a company can be perceived as being 
‘connected’ to a sponsee without needing to invest in the right to become its 
sponsor. The perceived connection occurs because consumers construct in their 
minds, a link between a brand and a sponsee (Johar & Pham 1999). This link can be 
made even when a non-sponsoring brand has made no attempt to associate itself 
with a sponsee (Chadwick & Burton 2011). 
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It is therefore important for a sponsor to be perceptually linked to the respective 
sponsee it sponsors. The perceptual link may occur because of overlapping features 
between the two entities (e.g. Pham and Johar (2001)) such as when the product 
category in which the sponsor operates in and the nature or activity of the sponsored 
property overlap (e.g. Quester (1997a), Quester and Farrelly (1998)). An example of 
this would be Mercedes Benz’s sponsorship of the McLaren Formula One Team, 
where Mercedes Benz’s engines are used in the McLaren car (cf. Pope, Voges and 
Brown (2009)). It may also involve perceived links between the sponsor’s and the 
property’s images/personalities (e.g. Johar and Pham (1999)). An example of this 
would be the beer manufacturer, Fourex (XXXX), and its sponsorship of the State of 
Origin’s Rugby League Series (cf. Pope, Voges and Brown (2009)). Rugby league is 
considered as being very masculine in Australia (Lawson & Evans 1992). 
Meanwhile, Australian men can communicate this image through beer consumption 
(Pettigrew 2002). A study by Olson and Thjømøe (2011) also suggests that 
perceived links between a sponsor and sponsored property can include a perceived 
similarity in consumer attitude towards both entities (such as equal liking for both the 
sponsor and the sponsee outside of the sponsorship context), a perceived market 
prominence similarity (such as category leaders VISA or FEDEX being associated 
with the highest profile properties. This can result from consumers believing category 
leaders are able to outbid competitors to pay for the highest profile properties (cf. 
Wakefield & Bennett (2010))), a perceived audience similarity (for example, Rolex 
sponsoring a Polo club in France (Milmo & Pfaff 1981)), a perceived geographical 
similarity (for example, Welsh brewery firm Brains sponsoring the Welsh Rugby 
Union (Alexander 2009)), and a perceived association based on a time duration 
(such as EDF’s sponsorship of London 2012 (Mazodier & Quester 2014)). 
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2.2.3.2 Reciprocity 
 
The second theme found across the sponsorship literature is reciprocity. Reciprocity 
is “the practice of exchanging things with others for mutual benefit…” (Oxford 
Dictionaries n.d.c). Reciprocal sponsorships are built on long term relationships, 
where both the sponsor and sponsee benefit (Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou & 
Dounis 2008). This mutual benefit is achieved by both the sponsor and sponsee 
‘trading-off’ their own respective ‘worth’ and by managing the sponsorship 
relationship (cf. Buhler, Chadwick and Nufer (2009))3. Successful management of 
the sponsorship relationship can lead to further “reciprocal commitment, and brand 
building and collaborative activities” (Farrelly, Quester & Burton 2006, p. 1020). 
 
Collaborative, reciprocal-based sponsorship activities include strategic co-branding 
(Farrelly, Quester & Greyser 2005) or co-marketing alliances between the sponsor 
and sponsee’s rights holder (Farrelly & Quester 2005). Some sponsorship activities 
have even developed to such an extent that strategic compatibility is now a priority 
between the two entities and there is an expectation that a property would reinvest 
up to 30% of the sponsorship money into that partnership (cf. Farrelly, Quester and 
Burton (2006)). Real-life examples of sophisticated reciprocal sponsorship alliances 
include Adidas’ partnership with the All Blacks (Motion, Leitch & Brodie 2003): the All 
Blacks received financial assistance from Adidas as well as a co-branded platform, 
which was used to enter markets where elite rugby was not played. Meanwhile, 
Adidas used the partnership to grow its rugby business; Brains’ partnership with the 
                                                          
3
 Benefits are discussed below 
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Welsh Rugby Union (Alexander 2009): Brains used the partnership to leverage rugby 
as a symbol of Welsh identity while the company expanded beyond its traditional 
Cardiff-based markets. Meanwhile, the Welsh Rugby Union used the communication 
messages and values articulated by Brains at the time, to further emphasise its 
‘Welshness’ to the whole of Wales, including North Wales where rugby is not as 
popular; and Air New Zealand’s partnership with the New Zealand National 
Provincial Championship (NPC) (Davies, Daellenbach & Ashill 2008): Air New 
Zealand’s sponsorship of the NPC significantly helped New Zealand’s rugby’s lower 
divisional teams with travelling costs for the competition. It also maintained and 
increased interest and enthusiasm for national-level rugby. The sponsorship 
simultaneously benefited the airline because it sold sports travel packages to 
travelling fans and gained international media coverage when games were 
broadcast. Furthermore, as the NPC’s rights are owned by New Zealand Rugby 
Union (NZRU), Air New Zealand also had access to other local and international 
NZRU sponsorship partners. 
 
Reciprocal sponsorships often develop into interdependent relationships where a 
sponsor and a sponsee are “mutually dependent upon the deeds of the other” (Ryan 
& Fahy 2012, p. 1145). Sponsees are dependent upon sponsors if they are to 
continue (cf. Witcher et al. 1991). This appears to be especially true in sport. For 
example, Buhler, Chadwick and Nufer (2009, p. 54) suggest that “professional sports 
would not be possible without revenues generated from sponsorship.” Evidence of 
this can be seen in European soccer, where one third of all revenues can be 
attributed to sponsorship (Deloitte 2009). Major sports events in particular appear 
most dependent upon sponsors because sponsors are usually at the heart of what 
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finances them (Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). Globally, sponsees’ 
dependency upon sponsors is also likely to increase as sponsees’ sponsorship 
revenues are expected to overtake their gate receipt revenues by 2015 (PwC 2011).  
 
Sponsors are also dependent upon sponsees. One reason for this is because the 
consumer market is highly fragmented (Meenaghan 1998). Therefore specific groups 
of people need specific targeting, which cannot efficiently and effectively occur 
through mass media (cf. Abratt, Clayton and Pitt (1987)). More specifically, 
companies are dependent upon sponsees to efficiently and effectively connect with 
the sponsees’ audience(s) (Bal, Quester & Plewa 2009). Consequently, and 
unsurprisingly, connecting with a sponsee’s audience is one of the main objectives 
for a company undertaking sponsorship in the first place (e.g. Meenaghan (1983)). 
To efficiently and effectively connect with a sponsee’s audience, a sponsoring 
company can utilise the sponsee’s logo and/or name, facility, players and fans, 
hospitality and any other “latent potential” that could be unlocked as part of a 
sponsorship agreement ((Thompson & Speed 2007, p. 338); see also Wishart, 
Seung and Cornwell (2012)). Importantly, these things are owned and controlled by 
the sponsee’s rights holder, which means that a sponsor is dependent upon the 
sponsee for access. 
 
Sponsors’ dependency upon sponsees also seems to be increasing. For example, a 
recent IFM study indicated that companies were expected to dedicate a greater 
proportion of their marketing budget towards sponsorship in 2012, whilst 
simultaneously reducing their budget for other marketing activities (IFM Sports 
Marketing Surveys, cited by: Parsons (2012)). Increasing the percentage amount of 
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a marketing budget that is directed towards sponsorship suggests that companies 
are placing greater importance on sponsorship for achieving corporate objectives 
(Crimmins and Horn 1996). 
 
Reciprocity and interdependence can also be found within concurrent sponsorships 
of major sporting events. Concurrent sponsorships are sponsorships which involve a 
number of sponsors simultaneously sponsoring the same property (Carrillat, Harris & 
Lafferty 2010). In these settings, a broader network of strategic interconnections and 
interactions exist between the different stakeholders (e.g. concurrent sponsors, the 
sponsee, broadcasters etc.) (Olkkonen, Tikkanen & Alajoutsijärvi 2000). Specifically, 
a sports event network often includes a primary relationship (e.g. between sponsors 
and event organisers), a secondary relationship (e.g. between the sponsors 
themselves) and a macro- environment (e.g. links to governments) (cf. Erickson and 
Kushner (1999), Achrol, Reve and Stern (1983)). The network structures become 
important for “various aspects of mutuality, such as trust, reciprocity and 
interdependence” (Daellenbach, Davies & Ashill 2006, p. 82). For example, whilst 
the International Ski Federation (FIS)’s 1998 Snowboarding World Cup utilised 
Nokia’s sponsorship, it in return, opened the door for Nokia to utilise the FIS’s 
relationships with other partners (e.g. other sponsors, media, general public) 
(Olkkonen 2001). 
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2.2.3.3 Benefits of sponsorship 
 
Benefits derived from sponsorship is the third theme found across the sponsorship 
literature. Mutual benefits for both a sponsor and sponsee include enhanced 
strategic compatibility, goal convergence, commitment and satisfaction (Farrelly & 
Quester 2005, Farrelly, Quester & Greyser 2005). A joint defence against threats 
such as escalating sponsorship costs, ongoing ambush marketing threats, increased 
sponsorship clutter and the ongoing debate about the value of sponsorship can also 
be benefits for a sponsor and a sponsee (Farrelly, Quester & Mavondo 2003). 
Secondary-revenue-stream opportunities such as merchandise, food and beverage 
sales and partnerships with gambling companies can also be beneficial for both the 
sponsors and sponsees (Karg & McDonald 2011). 
 
The most obvious ‘benefit’ a sponsee receives from a sponsorship is financial or in-
kind assistance (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). As stated above, this can mean that 
sponsees are able to continue to operate (Witcher et al. 1991). A less ‘extreme’ 
benefit of sponsorship for sponsees is the reduction of the rights holders’ operational 
costs (Ko et al. 2011). Another benefit can be the increased perception by 
consumers that sponsees are more entertaining, more professional and of a higher 
quality (Marshall & Cook 1992). All other things being equal, a product which is of a 
higher quality, is more likely to be purchased by consumers. For a sponsee, this 
could mean an increase in viewership or footfall, or even ticket sales. Walker et al. 
(2011) found that in some circumstances, a property which is known to be 
sponsored, increased the chances of consumers attending or watching the sponsee 
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(see also Ruth and Simonin (2006)). This is known as sponsee equity (also known 
as ‘object equity’ (Olson 2010)). 
 
Sponsorship provides a number of potential benefits for a sponsor too. As already 
mentioned, it provides a platform for sponsors to efficiently and effectively 
communicate with a sponsee’s audience (Bal, Quester & Plewa 2009). If a 
sponsorship exclusivity clause is signed, it also prohibits sponsoring companies’ 
direct rivals from sponsoring the same property. This means a sponsor’s messages 
can be communicated with even greater efficiency and effectiveness because there 
is less direct clutter from non-sponsors, who directly compete with that sponsor on a 
day-to-day basis (Farrelly, Quester & Mavondo 2003). Sponsorship can also 
generate a sense of goodwill towards a sponsoring company (Meenaghan 2001a). 
This is because, unlike advertising, sponsorship is something that companies do not 
have to do (Marshall & Cook 1992). The goodwill stems from “the belief that the 
sponsorship directly benefits the [sponsored property]” (Prendergast, Poon & West 
2010, p. 216). This augments the efficiency and effectiveness of sponsors’ 
communications because consumers are more receptive to sponsors’ persuasion 
techniques than they are to advertisers’ persuasion techniques (Meenaghan 2001b). 
Finally, research by Jensen and Hsu (2011) suggests that US companies which 
consistently invest in sponsorship outperform market averages as measured by five-
year Compound Annual Growth Rates (GAGRs) and stock price. 
 
Sponsors can also benefit from being in concurrent sponsorships. The benefits 
derived from concurrent sponsorships include networking and business opportunities 
with other sponsors (cf. Olkkonen, Tikkanen and Alajoutsijärvi (2000), Olkkonen 
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
   
PAGE 42 
 
(2001), Buhler, Chadwick and Nufer (2009)) as well as potential image spill over 
effects between sponsors (Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 2010). Concurrent 
sponsorships will be discussed in more detail later. 
 
2.3  Sponsor equity: measuring the benefits of sponsorship for a sponsor  
 
A review of the benefits a sponsoring company can gain from a sponsorship leads to 
a discussion of sponsor equity. Sponsor equity is defined here as ‘a response to a 
focal sponsor due to a particular sponsorship. The response is attributed to the 
sponsorship itself’. This sponsor equity definition is based on the consumer-based 
brand equity definition of Yoo and Donthu (2001, p. 1). Here, brand equity is defined 
as “consumers’ different response between a focal brand and an unbranded product 
when both have the same level of marketing stimuli and product attributes. The 
difference in consumer response may be attributed to the brand name and 
demonstrates the effects of the long-term marketing invested into the brand”. 
 
Clearly the definitions of sponsor equity and brand equity are similar. However, there 
are three important distinctions: First, brand equity is concerned with the bundled, 
long-term marketing that surrounds a company’s brand (Keller 1993). Meanwhile, 
sponsor equity is focussed on a particular sponsorship. Second, brand equity 
compares two companies – a branded and unbranded company (Yoo & Donthu 
2001). Meanwhile, sponsor equity is concerned with the effects that a particular 
sponsorship has on a focal sponsor. Third, brand equity has historically been 
conceptualised from a financial perspective. Specifically, brand equity is “the 
incremental cash flows which accrue to branded products over unbranded products” 
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(Simon & Sullivan 1993, p. 28). However, more recent conceptualisations of brand 
equity have focussed on the brand’s influence on customer choice (Chen 2010). For 
example, recent conceptualisation of brand equity include consumer-based brand 
equity (defined earlier by Yoo and Donthu (2001)), and ‘industrial brand equity’, 
conceptualised as the total value added by the brand to the core product for an 
industrial buyer (Mudambi, Doyle & Wong 1997, Lai et al. 2010). Brand equity 
conceptualisations have even extended to include how employee behaviour is 
affected by a brand. Specifically, ‘internal brand equity’ is defined as “the incremental 
effect of branding on [brand-supporting] employee behaviour… [such that 
employees] communicate the brand consistently and enthusiastically to internal and 
external stakeholders” (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2010, p. 1250). These brand equity 
conceptualisations are clearly based around influencing customers’ and consumers’ 
responses. Instead, sponsor equity is not necessarily focussed on just customer- or 
consumer- responses. More specifically, sponsor equity is still currently split into two 
broad areas: (a) non-consumer based and (b) consumer based sponsor equity. Non-
consumer based sponsor equity can be evaluated through measures such as a 
financial return on investments, shareholder wealth and media equivalent values. 
Consumer-based sponsor equity can be evaluated through measures such as 
changes in brand attitude or purchase intentions of the sponsor due to the 
sponsorship. 
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2.3.1 Non-consumer based sponsor equity 
 
2.3.1.1 Financial Return on Investment (RoI) 
 
It is important for sponsorship managers to measure whether a sponsorship has 
benefited his or her company. This is because sponsorship managers are under 
increasing pressure to justify some form of return on the investment (RoI) from 
sponsorship (‘sponsorship RoI’) (e.g. Currie (2004), Mueller (2011), Meenaghan, 
McLoughlin and McCormack (2013)). There has been an increased need to justify a 
sponsorship RoI over the last few decades because of the increasing amount of 
money being paid for sponsorship rights (cf. Meenaghan (2013)). Within the last 
decade in particular, the financial crisis has meant that “politicians, media, and the 
public have together put substantial pressure on sponsors to justify their investment 
decisions in terms of accountable returns” (Meenaghan, McLoughlin & McCormack 
2013, p. 444). 
 
Finding a (direct) financial sponsorship RoI is particularly challenging though (e.g. 
Crompton (2004b), Seiferheld (2010)). The most logical way to measure sponsorship 
RoI would be to measure sales due to a particular sponsorship. However, it has 
been argued that “monitoring sales is unlikely to provide reliable results, except in 
isolated cases where, for example, the sponsor’s main objective has tight control 
parameters such as on-site sales volume” at the sponsored property (Quester & 
Farrelly 1998, p. 543). Even so, some sponsors have tried to quantify their 
sponsorship ROI return. The Bank of America’s sponsorship of the NFL is a good 
example of how, after receiving a $45 billion federal bailout, a sponsor attempted to 
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justify its sponsorship spending. The bank claimed that for every dollar spent on its 
NFL sponsorship, it earned back $10 in revenue and $3 worth of net income (Show 
2009). 
 
That said, finding a sponsorship RoI may not be the most appropriate thing to 
evaluate. Green (2008) states that sponsorship evaluations should consider financial 
and non-financial aspects of a company’s sponsorship objectives. In some cases 
companies may be better off evaluating ‘return on objectives’ as opposed to ‘return 
on investments’ (Meenaghan 2013). Gaining access to a company’s internal 
sponsorship objectives and data is particularly challenging though. The data may 
also be confounded by other variables, which makes it difficult to isolate the impact 
that the sponsorship alone has had on the company (Jeanrenaud 2005). 
Furthermore, data that is analysed internally or by a contracted sponsorship agency 
is difficult to verify externally (Maestas 2009). Reasons for this include sponsors 
incorrectly declaring the amount they have invested in a sponsee, some sponsorship 
budgets accounting for accompanying sponsorship leveraging activities whilst others 
do not, and non-disclosure and confidentiality agreements signed between a sponsor 
and a sponsee (Lagae 2005). 
 
2.3.1.2 Shareholder wealth 
 
Academics and practitioners often focus on other sponsorship evaluation measures. 
One particular evaluation measure is through an examination of a sponsor’s 
shareholder wealth after the company announces a particular sponsorship (Cornwell, 
Pruitt & Clark 2005, Clark, Cornwell & Pruitt 2009) or the sponsor’s share price after 
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the performance of a sponsee (Cornwell, Pruitt & Van Ness 2001). The limited 
evidence suggests that the announcement of a new sponsorship or a good 
performance by a sponsee increases a sponsor’s share price. That said, the results 
are inconclusive (Mazodier & Rezaee 2013). For example, Clark, Cornwell and Pruitt 
(2009) failed to find any positive returns from sponsorship announcements and 
Cobbs, Groza and Pruitt (2012) even found significant negative returns.  
 
Examining a sponsor’s share price could be quite limited in its approach. This is 
because only publicly available share price information can be evaluated, which is 
not representative of all sponsoring companies. For example, less than 1% of US 
firms have shares listed on a US exchange (Biery 2013). This means that an 
analysis of shareholder wealth may not be generalisable to the whole ‘sponsor’ 
population and that shareholder wealth investigations cannot be used to compare all 
sponsors against one another. 
 
2.3.1.3 Media equivalent values 
 
Another approach to sponsorship measurement is based on media equivalent values 
(e.g. Olson and Thjømøe (2009)). Here, companies such as Joyce Julius capture the 
amount of exposure time a brand has during a sponsored event and equate it to an 
equivalent advertising cost (Cornwell 2008). Evaluating sponsorship using 
advertising equivalent techniques is problematic because sponsorship has unique 
characteristics associated with it, which distinguishes it from advertising. When the 
two communication methods are at their most similar, isolated sponsorship 
messages are effectively advertising fragments, which are best used to revive brand 
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associations, as opposed to create them (Pham & Vanhuele 1997). This is because 
the sponsorship “message is usually nonverbal and implicit rather than clearly 
stated” (Fleck & Quester 2007, p. 979). However, unlike traditional advertising, these 
sponsorship advertising fragments are usually incidental to the communication 
vehicles used to carry them (Pham 1992). For example, despite sponsorship 
managers believing sports event signage in and around the sports arena (also 
known as perimeter advertising) is one of the most prominent, important and 
furthest-reaching communication tools available to them (cf. Turner and Cusumano 
(2000) and Walliser (2003a)), the advertising boards are usually beyond sport 
consumers’ focal visions, which means that minimal time is spent gazing and 
processing the sponsorship messages (d’Ydewalle et al. 1988, d’Ydewalle & Tamsin 
2003, Breuer & Rumpf 2012). When the two communication methods are at their 
most dissimilar, sponsorship is incorporated within its own medium and message 
elements, which is distinct from advertising (cf. McLuhan (1964), Meenaghan and 
Shipley (1999)). This is due to sponsees providing specific contexts and meanings 
for sponsors to embed their sponsorship messages into (cf. Chien, Cornwell and 
Pappu (2012)). For example, motor sport could be perceived as “glamorous, 
exciting, colourful, dangerous and youthful while boxing might be regarded as 
bloody, macho, violent and aggressive” (Meenaghan & Shipley 1999, p. 334). 
Companies that sponsor properties which have specific meanings associated with 
them may themselves become associated with that meaning (Cliffe & Motion 2005). 
Finally, and as previously mentioned, sponsorship is also perceived differently to 
advertising because the former is perceived as something that companies do not 
have to do (Marshall & Cook 1992) whilst the latter is perceived as something 
companies must engage in (Meenaghan 2001a). Consequently, public ‘goodwill’ can 
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be accrued through companies’ sponsorships if they are perceived as benefitting the 
sponsee (Prendergast, Poon & West 2010). In this sense, sponsorship is sometimes 
known as ‘advertising plus’ due to the ‘additional extra’ that stems from sponsorship 
(McDonald 1991). 
 
As sponsorship works differently to advertising, it would seem inappropriate to simply 
transfer the raw media equivalent values used in advertising contexts to sponsorship 
contexts. This inappropriateness is not lost on many sponsors who often ‘discount’ 
any raw media equivalent value they receive (Parker 1991). This ‘discounting’ can be 
as much as 90% in some cases but there is no industry standard (Kourovskaia & 
Meenaghan 2013). Consequently, this type of sponsorship evaluation is highly 
subjective. 
 
2.3.2 Consumer-based sponsor equity 
 
Consumer-based sponsor equity evaluations are an increasingly vital area of 
research (cf. Ryan and Fahy (2012), and Lee, Sandler and Shani (1997)) and 
arguably the most important sponsorship evaluations to undertake are consumer-
based sponsor equity measures. This is because sponsorship generally “exists to 
influence customer behavior” (Gwinner, Larson & Swanson 2009, p. 2). Research on 
consumer-based sponsor equity measures found in the literature include: (a) 
(perceived) brand awareness (Johar & Pham 1999): An example of a company 
increasing its awareness through sponsorship is Cornhill Insurance. The company 
successfully increased its awareness in the UK from 2% to 16% through its cricket 
sponsorship. Support that sponsorship was the cause of this was found through 
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slight dips in the company’s awareness during the cricket off-seasons (Dinmore 
1980, cited in: Meenaghan (1991b)); (b) changes in consumers’ perceptions of a 
sponsoring brand’s image (Gwinner & Eaton 1999): An example of this would be 
Vodafone. The company effectively entered the New Zealand market overnight and 
used its sponsorship of a number of New Zealand-based properties to achieve its 
desired images of ‘youthful’ ‘innovative’ and ‘underdog’ (Cliffe & Motion 2005); (c) 
consumers’ brand loyalty towards a sponsoring brand (Mazodier & Merunka 2012): 
An example of this is Nextel’s sponsorship of NASCAR. Nextel customers, who also 
had a high level of self-congruity with the Nextel sponsored event, were more likely 
to stay with the company than to switch to another company (Sirgy et al. 2008); (d) 
brand quality perceptions (Dean 1999): An example of this is Mercedes Benz and its 
sponsorship of the McLaren Formula One Team. People’s perceptions of Mercedes 
Benz’s product superiority significantly correlated with McLaren’s performances 
(Pope, Voges & Brown 2009); (e) consumers’ ‘word of mouth’ recommendations of 
the sponsor’s products (Tsiotsou & Alexandris 2009) (although very little research 
has considered consumers’ ‘word of mouth’ responses to a sponsorship (Alexandris, 
Tsaousi & James 2007); (f) changes in attitudes towards a sponsoring brand (Johar 
& Pham (1999), Speed & Thompson (2000), Gwinner, Larson & Swanson (2009)). 
An example of a company that has successfully increased consumers’ attitudes 
towards it through the use of sponsorship is Sony. The company sponsored the 2010 
FIFA World Cup and found that people’s attitude towards it increased as a result 
(Mazodier & Quester 2014); and (g) increased purchase intentions towards the 
sponsoring brand (Madrigal 2001, Lings & Owen 2007, Lee & Cho 2009, Biscaia et 
al. 2013): For example, research has shown that people are more likely to purchase 
an unfamiliar sponsor (Alltel) because of its (fictitious) sponsorship of the 2004 
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Olympic Games, but not a familiar sponsor (Fedex) (Carrillat, Lafferty & Harris 2005). 
Another example concerns Panasonic: people’s purchase intentions towards this 
brand when it sponsored the Dew Action Sports Tour were more likely when their 
attitudes towards the sponsor were high (Gwinner & Bennett 2008). A change in a 
person’s attitude and in their purchase intentions due to the sponsorship are “often 
advocated as the most important sponsorship effect[s]” to examine in sponsorship 
research (Olson 2010, p. 187).  
 
2.3.3 Measuring consumer-based sponsor equity 
 
Olson (2010) suggests four criteria that should be followed when choosing how to 
measure consumer based sponsor equity: 
(a) A model’s constructs should have a theoretical underpinning so that any 
explanatory power is understood;  
(b) Each of the model’s constructs should be conceptually unique from one 
 another; 
(c) Desirably, constructs should be validated measures that can be adapted 
for different sponsorship contexts; 
(d) Measurements of consumer based sponsor equity should be void of 
laboratory manipulations and taken in natural settings. 
 
Olson (2010) suggested that attitude towards the sponsor and purchase intention 
measures met these criteria and as such, used them in his study. However, he 
combined the two dimensions of sponsor equity (attitudes and purchase intentions) 
to make one construct. This resulted in a formative composite endogenous measure 
being used in his study. Using formative endogenous measures has been criticised 
for two reasons. 
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First, there is uncertainty around which dimension(s) within the formative variable 
actually varies (if at all) with any of the modelled antecedents in formative measures 
(Cadogan & Lee 2013). Specifically, a variable’s formative indicators may have 
different antecedent factors that influence those respective indicators in different 
ways (Cadogan, Souchon & Procter 2008). Consequently (non)relationships may be 
erroneously stated when the formative measure is an endogenous variable because 
these (non)relationships between the antecedents and formative indicators are 
‘hidden’ amongst the aggregated formative measure (Cadogan & Lee 2013).  
 
Second, it has been argued that formative measures are ‘unreal’ (Cadogan, Lee & 
Chamberlain 2013). This means that they are “merely names attached to certain 
convenient groupings of terms” (MacCorquodale & Meehl 1948, p. 99) and have no 
‘real’ conceptual existence (known as conceptual ambiguity) (Sun et al. 2014). 
 
Instead it is argued that reflective measures should be used to measure (consumer-
based) sponsor equity. Reflective measures are ‘real’ entities that are “fundamental, 
or unidimensional, since they are singular in conceptual meaning, and cannot be 
broken into smaller, more fundamental conceptual entities” like formative measures 
can (Cadogan, Lee & Chamberlain 2013, p. 40). The unidimensional aspect of a 
reflective measure ensures that uncertainty is negated around which antecedents 
have significant relationships with the respective measure. Another important 
principle of reflective measures is that the measure’s indicators are interchangeable 
with one another (Diamantopoulos 1999). This is due to all the indicators being 
equally valid of the underlying construct and means that “any two measures that are 
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equally reliable are interchangeable” (Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003, p. 200) 
(the psychometric properties of the reflective measures used in this study will be 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 5). 
 
2.3.4 Focussing on purchase intentions 
 
Following Olson's (2010) criteria for choosing a consumer based sponsor equity 
construct, it was decided that purchase intentions towards a sponsor would be the 
ultimate sponsor-related outcome of interest. Purchase intentions were chosen as 
the dependent variable for three reasons. First, and as outlined above, ‘real’ 
(unidimensional) constructs are needed. This suggests that either purchase 
intentions or attitude towards the sponsor should be chosen as the main sponsor-
related outcome as these two constructs are advocated as being the most important. 
The purchase intentions construct is more appropriate to use over attitude because it 
reflects actual purchase behaviour more so than attitude does (Chandon, Morwitz & 
Reinartz 2005, Morwitz, Steckel & Gupta 2007). In turn, actual purchase behaviour is 
related to an organisation’s sales (Zhang & Breugelmans 2012). It is important to use 
sales related measures because “marketing practitioners…rely extensively on 
indicators that are directly related to brand or product sales volume” when assessing 
the value of sponsorships (Carrillat, Lafferty & Harris 2005, p. 51). As such, purchase 
intentions can be used as a proxy for actual purchase behaviour (cf. Schiffman and 
Kanuk (2000), Schlosser (2003)). 
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Second, a time-lag may exist between consumers becoming aware of a sponsorship 
and sales activities that incur because of the sponsorship (cf. Mazodier & Quester 
2014). Hence, purchase intentions help capture people’s responses at a specific 
point in time (cf. Bird & Ehrenberg 1966) as well help forecast future demand (Juster 
1966). 
 
Third, whilst brands are now often deemed commercially-orientated when they use 
sponsorship (Messner & Reinhard 2012), and particularly so in sport (Meenaghan 
2001b), relatively little is known about what drives consumer purchase intentions in a 
sponsorship context (Madrigal 2000, Smith, Graetz & Westerbeek 2008) and 
especially so in concurrent sponsorships of major sporting events. One reason for 
this is because until recently our sponsorship knowledge was either atheoretical or 
studies were only conceptual in nature (cf. Lee, Sandler & Shani 1997, Walliser 
2003b, Meenaghan 1991a). There have been attempts to improve this situation over 
the last decade. 
 
2.4  Antecedents to sponsor equity and purchase intentions  
 
2.4.1 Identification with a sponsee and a sponsor 
 
Of the studies, which have considered purchase intentions as an outcome variable 
(as well as other consumer-based sponsor equity measures such as attitude towards 
the sponsor), the recurring theme is that identification with a sponsee is positively 
associated with people’s intentions to purchase from that sponsee’s sponsor (e.g. 
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Madrigal (2001), Gwinner and Swanson (2003), Lings and Owen (2007), Gwinner 
and Bennett (2008), Lee and Cho (2009), Biscaia et al. (2013)). 
 
Similarly, and outside of the sponsorship literature, identification with a brand has 
been found to influence brand preference, consumer loyalty, consumer satisfaction, 
consumer repurchasing behaviour, positive word of mouth and willingness to pay a 
price premium (Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013). Within the sponsorship literature, 
people’s identification with that sponsor outside of a sponsorship context has also 
found to be important. That said, identification with a brand has not always been 
measured in the same way. For example, attitude towards a brand outside of the 
sponsorship context has been used as a proxy for people’s identification with the 
brand (cf. Gwinner and Bennett (2008), Sirgy et al. (2008), Chien, Cornwell and 
Pappu (2011)). In turn, a person’s attitude towards a brand outside of a sponsorship 
context is positively associated with their attitude towards the brand when it is a 
sponsor as well as their intentions to purchase from that sponsor (e.g. Speed and 
Thompson (2000), Dean (2002); cf. Grohs et al. (2004), and Roy and Cornwell 
(2004)). Hence, identification with a (sponsoring) brand is also thought to be an 
important antecedent to purchase intentions within a sponsorship context 
(irrespective of how it has been operationalised). 
 
Whilst sponsee identification and (sponsoring) brand identification are considered 
important antecedents to consumers’ purchase intentions towards sponsors, little 
research has examined what else drives purchase intentions in sponsorship-related 
activities. However, some lessons can be learned from examining the drivers of 
consumer-based sponsor equity (which, as explained above, encapsulates purchase 
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intentions). Specifically, a number of antecedents to sponsor equity have recently 
come to light. These include sponsee equity, sponsor sincerity, attitude towards the 
sponsee sponsorship, and ‘fit’. 
 
2.4.2 Sponsee equity 
 
Within a sponsorship context, an important antecedent to sponsor equity is sponsee 
equity (also known as object equity). Sponsee equity is concerned with people’s 
evaluations of a sponsee (e.g. Olson 2010) and refers to acts of sponsee 
consumption such as attending the sponsored event or viewing the sponsored event 
on TV (cf. Stewart, Smith & Nicholson 2003, Ruth & Simonin 2006). It is an important 
antecedent of consumers’ sponsor equity because the sponsee itself is the primary 
object that people consume. As such, it is the object for which consumers’ attention 
is focussed on most (Fleck & Quester 2007). In turn, sponsors hope to capitalise on 
a spill-over effect whereby consumers’ perceptions of a sponsee rub off onto their 
perceptions of the sponsee’s sponsors (Sirgy et al. 2008). Results suggest that 
sponsee equity is positively associated with sponsor equity, including purchasing 
intentions. For example, Olson’s (2010) study found that a strong relationship existed 
between sponsee equity (named object equity in his study) and sponsor equity (β = 
.34) (although sponsor equity was an ‘unreal’ entity in this study). Meanwhile, Lings 
and Owen (2007) found that sponsee equity (operationalised as game attendance 
levels) indirectly influenced purchase intentions through affective commitment 
towards the team and team identification. The usual explanation for why sponsee 
equity is positively associated with sponsor equity is that sponsee followers generally 
act favourably towards sponsoring brands because the brands are sponsoring 
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
   
PAGE 56 
 
(Bergkvist 2012), even if they do not necessarily like the sponsorship per se 
(Madrigal 2001). Acting favourably towards sponsors includes purchasing from them 
(Madrigal 2000). The underpinning of this relationship can be found in the next 
chapter. 
 
2.4.3 Sponsor sincerity 
 
A second established antecedent to sponsor equity is sponsor sincerity. Consumers 
attribute one of two sets of motives towards a sponsor: sponsor-serving motives or 
sponsee-serving motives (Messner & Reinhard 2012). The former reflects a 
sponsor’s insincerity towards a sponsee whilst the latter reflects a sponsor’s 
sincerity. Sponsor sincerity is concerned with people’s perceptions of a sponsor’s 
goodwill intentions towards a sponsee (Ruth & Simonin 2006). It is generally 
believed that sponsorship has a ‘feel good’ factor towards it whereby people 
generate a sense of goodwill towards a company that is sponsoring (Meenaghan 
2001a). However, this ‘feel good’ factor diminishes somewhat when the sponsor is 
perceived as insincere and having over-commercial intentions from their sponsorship 
(D’Astous & Bitz 1995, Speed & Thompson 2000, Quester & Thompson 2001, 
McDaniel & Chalip 2002). It is therefore of little surprise that people’s perceived 
sponsor sincerity is associated with positive outcomes for sponsors. For example, 
Speed and Thompson (2000) found a significant and positive relationship between 
people’s perceived sincerity and their favourability of, interest in, and likelihood of 
using a sponsor’s product. Meanwhile, Olson (2010) found a significant and positive 
relationship between sincerity and three other constructs, namely sponsee (object) 
equity, sponsor equity (attitude towards the sponsor and purchase intentions), and 
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attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship. That said, the path coefficient between 
sincerity and sponsee equity (β = .36) in Olson’s (2010) study was stronger than the 
path coefficients between both sincerity and sponsor equity and sincerity and attitude 
towards the sponsee sponsorship (both βs = .16). Similarly, Dean (2002) found a 
significant and positive association between sponsor sincerity (called altruism in the 
study) and corporate citizenship. Furthermore, a hypothesised negative relationship 
was expected between sponsor insincerity (called anti-altruism) and corporate 
citizenship. This relationship was found to be in the hypothesised direction but 
nonsignificant (t value = -.98). The results of Dean's (2002) study are complementary 
to results found in other sponsorship literature. Specifically, Messner and Reinhard 
(2012) found that people attribute strategic, commercial motives for sponsorship use 
and that sponsor sincerity plays only a minor role. Interestingly, sponsorship (of the 
Olympics) was positively associated with sponsor evaluations (relative to a baseline 
control condition whereby a company simply advertised) irrespective of whether the 
sponsor had a good reputation or not. The authors concluded that “commercial 
sponsorship is unlikely to evoke distrust in consumers because there may be no 
reason to perceive this corporate action as overly abusive of the event” due to 
consumers usually being aware that an event can only take place if sponsorship is 
present (Messner & Reinhard 2012, p. 248). This fits with Prendergast, Poon and 
West (2010, p. 216) who state that sponsor goodwill stems from “the belief that the 
sponsorship directly benefits the event.” 
 
In essence, the sponsorship literature suggests that consumers can balance their 
perceptions of sponsors’ commercial motives with their perceptions of sponsor 
sincerity. Indeed, Meenaghan (2001a, p. 109) suggests that there is an “unspoken 
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
   
PAGE 58 
 
understanding” between a sponsee consumer and the sponsee’s sponsors whereby 
the consumers’ reactions to a sponsor “are conditional on the sponsor’s respect for 
the sanctity/integrity of the [sponsee]”. In other words, if the integrity of the sponsee 
is upheld sponsors can be perceived as being both commercially orientated and 
sincere. This is true even within sport sponsorship contexts which are themselves 
perceived by consumers as being more commercially orientated than cultural events 
or environmental programmes (Meenaghan 2001b). That is to say that sponsor 
sincerity can still be found within commercially-orientated settings such as sport 
sponsorship contexts (Meenaghan & Shipley 1999). However, if consumers perceive 
the sponsors as (overly-) exploiting a sponsee then their subsequent sponsorship 
judgments are less positive (Messner & Reinhard 2012, Abosag, Roper & Hind 
2012). This can include ‘over sponsoring’. For example, alongside identical 
sponsorship-linked marketing practices (namely advertising), sponsors that supply a 
sponsee with their respective products or services (known as ‘official providers’) as 
well as supply finance to the sponsee (known as ‘official financers’) have lower 
consumer-based sponsorship evaluations than when sponsors only undertake one of 
the two types of sponsorships (in other words, being either an official provider or an 
official financer) (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
 
2.4.4 Attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 
 
Another potentially important antecedent of sponsor equity is consumers’ attitudes 
towards the sponsee sponsorship (also known in the literature as: ‘attitude towards 
sponsorship’ (Quester & Thompson 2001, Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012), 
‘sponsorship attitude’ (Olson 2010), ‘attitude towards commercialisation’ (Lee, 
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Sandler & Shani 1997, Zhu, Won & Pastore 2005, Bennett, Cunningham & Dees 
2006), or ‘beliefs about sponsorship’ (Alexandris, Tsaousi & James 2007)). 
 
Olson (2010) conceptualised attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship as being 
akin to an attitude towards a brand alliance. A brand alliance is an association 
between two or more individual brands or products (Rao & Ruekert 1994, Simonin & 
Ruth 1998). Olson (2010) argued that attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship is 
conceptually similar to a brand alliance because the brand alliance is concerned with 
people’s positive/negative evaluations of a priori separate entities once they have 
come together (in other words, once the alliance is formed) (Simonin & Ruth 1998). 
Likewise, attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship is concerned with people’s 
positive/negative beliefs about a particular sponsoring company coming together 
with a particular sponsee, which can then impact upon post-sponsorship evaluations 
of both the sponsor and the sponsee. Importantly, Olson’s (2010) argument that a 
brand alliance is akin to an attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship provides a 
theory-based rationale (namely Information Integration Theory (Anderson 1981a) – 
please see Chapter 3 for more explanation of Information Integration Theory) when 
proposing any relationships between attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship and 
other concepts such as sponsee equity and sponsor equity. 
 
Limited research has investigated ‘attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship’ 
(Bennett, Cunningham & Dees 2006), In fact, researchers have paid little attention to 
the conceptualisation and operationalisation of the construct in general until recently 
(cf. Olson (2010)). Lee, Sandler and Shani (1997) conceptualised and developed an 
‘attitude towards sponsee sponsorship’ construct with three dimensions: attitude 
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towards the sponsee, attitude towards commercialisation and purchase intentions 
towards a sponsor because of the sponsorship. Of these three dimensions, attitude 
towards commercialisation would appear to capture ‘attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship’. Meanwhile, attitude towards the sponsee and purchase intentions are 
separate constructs in their own rights. That said, an examination of Lee, Sandler 
and Shani's (1997) ‘attitude towards commercialisation’ construct’s items suggests 
that this construct is not unidimensional: the items found in the study are: (1) Instead 
of spending their money on Olympic sponsorship, the company should improve the 
quality of their products; (2) Companies that sponsor the Olympics should not try to 
commercialize it; (3) The Olympic logo should not be used for commercial purposes; 
(4) I feel that the Olympic Games are too commercialized. Items (2), (3) and (4) 
appear more commercially-oriented whilst item (1) indicates it is similar to a 
company resource allocation decision. Lee, Sandler and Shani (1997) suggest that a 
consumer’s attitude towards commercialisation is an antecedent to their attitudes 
towards a sponsee and a sponsor. Specifically “[a]ttitude towards commercialization 
reflects consumer reaction to [increasing amount of sponsor-initiated commercial 
activity], which may be affecting consumer attitude towards events and their 
sponsors” (Lee, Sandler & Shani 1997, p. 163). 
 
This view is supported by the limited studies that have investigated ‘attitude towards 
sponsee sponsorship’. Specifically, attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship has 
generally been found to be positively associated with sponsorship-related outcomes 
for a sponsor and a sponsee (albeit a strong bias exists towards examining the 
sponsor-related effects as opposed to sponsee-related effects) (Olson 2010). For 
example, Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006) found that ‘attitude towards sponsee 
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sponsorship’ is positively associated with firm equity (operationalised as both attitude 
and purchase intentions towards the sponsoring brand), whilst Mazodier, Quester 
and Chandon (2012) found that ‘attitude towards sponsee sponsorship’ worsened 
consumers’ likelihood of liking ambush marketers or buying from them (hence 
indirectly helping actual sponsors). Similarly, Olson (2010) found ‘attitude towards 
the sponsee sponsorship’ (named ‘attitude towards sponsorship’ in his study) to be 
significantly and positively associated with both sponsee equity (named ‘object 
equity’ in the study) (β = .22) and sponsor equity (β = .42). 
 
2.4.5 ‘Fit’ 
 
The most researched driver of sponsor equity (purchase intentions) found in the 
literature is sponsor-property fit (Cornwell, Weeks & Roy 2005, Olson 2010). This 
construct has been examined in the sponsorship literature under a variety of names, 
including match-up, congruence, congruency and congruity (cf. Fleck, Roux & Darpy 
(2005), cited in: Fleck & Quester (2007)). However, the concept is generally 
understood to mean a strong or semantic link between a sponsor and a sponsee 
(e.g. D’Astous & Bitz (1995), Fleck & Quester (2007)). It is important for consumers 
to see the link or ‘fit’ between a sponsor and a sponsee if a sponsor is to have any 
chance of receiving commercial benefits from the targeted audience (Quester 
1997b). Whilst there may be occasions where a high degree of fit between a sponsor 
and a sponsee is not desirable (cf. Meyers-Levy and Tybout (1989), Hamiln and 
Wilson (2004), Cornwell, Weeks and Roy (2005)), the widely held view is that the 
greater the level of fit between these two entities, the more likely it is for the 
sponsorship to enhance the sponsoring company’s sponsor equity (Madrigal 2000, 
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Meenaghan 2002, Olson 2010). Many empirical studies have found such an 
association between sponsor-property fit and sponsor equity (e.g. Gwinner and 
Eaton (1999), Speed and Thompson (2000), Pham and Johar (2001), Rifon et al. 
(2004), Roy and Cornwell (2004)). The reason for this relationship is generally 
attributed to the fact that consumers question the sponsor’s motives less when 
sponsor-property fit is high (e.g. Menon and Kahn (2003), Cornwell, Weeks and Roy 
(2005)). Lower levels of fit increase the chances of people making cognitive 
elaborations about a sponsorship, which may in turn lead them to question any 
initial, surface-level, positive attributions they may have about a sponsorship 
(Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006).  
 
Despite ‘fit’ being the most popular predictor construct of sponsor equity, most of the 
studies investigating fit have looked at situations where one sponsee has one 
sponsor associated with it (i.e. sponsor-sponsee dyads) (Cornwell, Weeks & Roy 
2005). In reality, however, this is an artificial situation since many sponsees have 
concurrent sponsors (Groza, Cobbs & Schaefers 2012). Concurrent sponsorship 
settings involve a group, made up of two or more sponsors, as well as the sponsee 
itself. As such, past sponsorship research has largely neglected to study 
sponsorship within (perceived) group settings, despite groups being perceived 
differently to dyads (Moreland 2010). 
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2.5  Groups 
 
The literature on groups can be predominantly found within social psychology. Social 
psychology is defined as ‘‘an attempt to understand and explain how the thought, 
feeling, and behavior of individuals are influenced by the actual, imagined, or implied 
presence of others’’ (Allport 1968, p. 3). In other words, the very essence of social 
psychology is concerned with group settings in one way or another by the fact that 
people observe how one entity is affected by other entities. Within the social 
psychology domain, it has been argued that groups are perceived qualitatively 
differently to dyads. For example, Moreland (2010, p. 252), states that, “(a) dyads 
are more ephemeral than groups—forming and dissolving more quickly; (b) people 
experience stronger (and often different) emotions in dyads than in groups; (c) dyads 
are simpler than groups—some group phenomena cannot occur in dyads, and those 
that do may operate differently there; and (d) research on dyads is carried out almost 
independently from research on groups—each type of research is performed by 
different people, applying different theories and methods, and publishing their work 
in different outlets.” Perhaps the most obvious distinction between dyads and groups 
comes from the number and type of relationships found between the different 
entities. Moreland and Levine (1982) state that when a group has more than two 
entities, multiple relationships exist including: (a) between each pair of members 
within that group, (b) an individual member of the group and any subgroup(s) which 
that member may not be part of and (c) a relationship between an individual member 
of the group and the group as a whole (no matter how minimal these relationships 
are). 
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If this is related to concurrent sponsorships, it means there are a number of 
relationships of varying strengths to consider, which are simply not found in one 
sponsor-one sponsee dyad situations. For example, there is a relationship between: 
(a) a sponsee and each individual sponsor; 
(b) each concurrent sponsor;  
(c) one sponsor and the sponsorship group (and vice versa); 
(d) a group of concurrent sponsors and a sponsee. 
Each of these will now be addressed. 
 
2.5.1 Between a sponsee and each individual sponsor 
 
Much of the previous sponsorship research has focussed on the relationship 
between a sponsee and a sponsor (which represent the majority of the dyadic 
sponsor-sponsee relationship studies highlighted above). However, within a 
concurrent sponsorship setting Ruth and Simonin (2003) found that compared to an 
uncontroversial cosponsor, a controversial cosponsor (for example a cigarette 
company) reduced people’s attitudes towards the sponsee. Similarly, Ruth and 
Simonin (2006) found that a stigmatised sponsee (for example, an event put on 
where HIV/AIDS patients are beneficiaries) had more favourable attitudes towards it 
when two brands cosponsored it compared to when two brands cosponsored a non-
stigmatised sponsee (an event for cancer patients). Furthermore, likelihood of 
attending the stigmatised event fluctuated as the number of cosponsors increased 
(significant increase from one sponsor to two sponsors and from five sponsors to ten 
sponsors; a nonsignificant decrease from two sponsors to five sponsors was found) 
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but there were nonsignificant differences between event attendance and the number 
of sponsors for the non-stigmatised sponsee. Finally Groza, Cobbs and Schaefers 
(2012, study 1) found that a sponsee was evaluated more positively when an 
incongruent cosponsor (one which has low-fit between the sponsor and sponsee) 
was mentioned as a presenting sponsor as opposed to the main title sponsor in an 
otherwise congruent cosponsor roster (a roster is the name sometimes given to a 
sponsee’s cosponsors). 
 
2.5.2 Between each concurrent sponsor 
 
Limited research has focussed on the relationship between each concurrent 
sponsor. Namely, Carrillat, Harris and Lafferty (2010) found that spill-over effects 
occur between two concurrent sponsors, independent of the sponsee if the two 
sponsors have similar brand concepts (defined as abstract symbols associated with 
a brand, originating from a firm’s effort to create meanings from the brand’s features 
(Park, Milberg & Lawson 1991). Similarly, Ruth and Simonin (2006) found that 
sponsor motives (altruism or sales-orientated) and the number of cosponsors did not 
influence people’s attitudes towards the focal cosponsor. 
 
2.5.3 Between one sponsor the sponsorship group (and vice versa) 
 
To the researcher’s knowledge, little research within sponsorship has considered this 
aspect. However, literature found within social psychology suggests that people may 
generalise from a group member to the group as a whole (Park & Hastie 1987), from 
the group to a group member (Lambert & Wyer 1990, Lambert 1995) or both 
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(Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002). The implication of this for concurrent 
sponsors is that people’s inferences about a particular sponsor or about the 
sponsorship group as a whole may be transferred to a particular sponsor within the 
sponsorship group. Indeed, Carrillat and colleagues (Carrillat (2005), Carrillat, 
Solomon, & D’Astous (2015)) found in their experimentation paper that when 
subjects were exposed to brands’ specific sponsor traits, these could be encoded at 
a concurrent sponsorship ‘group level’ through stereotyping and then disseminated 
to the other concurrent sponsor (group) members. However, when subjects were 
informed that the same brands were merely conducting test markets in the US (as 
opposed to being cosponsors), they were significantly less likely to transfer individual 
brand trait information from one brand to another through a group stereotyping 
process. 
 
2.5.4 Between a group of concurrent sponsors and a sponsee 
 
The relationship between a sponsee and group of concurrent sponsors is different to 
the relationship between a sponsee and each individual sponsor. This is because a 
group is perceived qualitatively differently than its group members (Kimchi 1992, 
Mishra, Mishra & Nayakankuppam 2006). Groups can even be perceived as 
possessing more of a trait than the aggregate of their respective constituent 
members (Wilder & Simon 1998). To the researcher’s best knowledge, the 
relationship between a sponsorship group as a whole and a sponsee has received 
scant attention in the sponsorship literature. This is despite people’s group 
perceptions influencing, for example, their ‘intentionality’ perceptions of that group’s 
actions (O’Laughlin & Malle 2002), or the traits, motivations and raisons d'être of the 
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group (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004, Spencer-Rodgers, 
Hamilton & Sherman 2007a). Consequently, how people perceive a group 
(collective) of sponsors may be important because it could have implications for 
people’s evaluations of both a sponsee and the sponsors themselves.  
 
The only known paper which has investigated the relationship between a collective 
of sponsors and a sponsee is that of Groza, Cobbs and Schaefers (2012, study 2), 
which finds that a sponsee (the United States Australian Football League) is 
evaluated more positively when an incongruent title sponsor (an Italian restaurant) is 
in the same roster as congruent ‘presenting’ cosponsors (made up of Australian 
sunscreen, airlines, sportswear, beer and wine sponsors) than when the same 
incongruent title sponsor is in the same roster as incongruent ‘presenting’ 
cosponsors (made up of the same product categories as the ‘presenting’ cosponsors 
before but now from different countries). In other words, the results of Groza, Cobbs 
and Schaefers (2012, study 2) suggest that people make inferences about a group of 
concurrent sponsors and that this can impact upon their subsequent evaluations of a 
sponsee. 
 
In sum, the limited studies found on concurrent sponsorships suggest that a deeper 
examination of the social psychology field and in particular concepts found within the 
group literature within this field would be fruitful in helping researchers better 
understand the complexities of concurrent sponsorship settings. 
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2.6  Entitativity 
 
2.6.1 Conceptual definition of entitativity 
 
Given the ubiquity of concurrent sponsorships, alongside the scarcity of studies, it 
seems necessary to consider concepts that are found within the social psychology 
group literature. One particularly relevant concept found within this literature is 
entitativity. Entitativity is concerned with the extent to which a priori entities found in 
a collective are perceived to form a group (Campbell 1958, Hamilton, Sherman & 
Castelli 2002, Moreland & McMinn 2004). That is to say that some collectives are 
perceived as having more ‘groupness’ about them than others do (Lickel et al. 2000). 
The level of perceived groupness is known as entitativity. One way to consider 
entitativity is to think of a ‘groupness continuum’ (Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 1998). 
At the high end of this continuum, a label stating a “very definite” (Spink, Wilson & 
Priebe 2010, p. 164) or a “real” group would be seen (Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 
1998, p.64). Highly entitative groups such as a family would be positioned towards 
this end (Lickel et al. 2000). At the low end of the continuum, there would be a label 
stating “loose aggregates” (Yzerbyt & Anouk 2001, p. 111). People waiting at a bus 
stop would be positioned nearer to this end (Lickel et al. 2000). 
 
2.6.2 Entitativity within different groups 
 
Since Campbell’s (1958) initial article, the entitativity concept lay dormant until the 
mid-1990s (Hamilton 2007). Then two papers published independently of one 
another, brought the entitativity concept to the fore again. These two papers were by 
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Brewer and Harasty (1996) and Hamilton and Sherman (1996). Both papers attempt 
to explain how entitativity may have important implications in previously published 
group impression literature. However, neither paper actually reported on any new 
study. That said, the articles were used alongside other past literature (e.g. Hamilton, 
Sherman and Lickel (1998)) to help produce the first seminal piece of empirical work 
on entitativity. Specifically, Lickel et al. ( 2000) found there to be four primary group 
types: intimacy groups, task groups, social categories and loose associations. 
Collectively, the four group types are known as social groups (Svirydzenka, Sani & 
Bennett 2010). Empirical evidence has shown that intimacy groups are consistently 
ranked as the most entitative social group, followed by task-groups, then social 
categories and finally loose associations (e.g. Lickel et al. (2000), Pickett, Silver and 
Brewer (2002)). If these social groups were positioned on the entitativity continuum 
(Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 1998), ‘intimacy groups’ would be positioned closer to 
the ‘real group’ end of the continuum, whilst ‘loose associations’ would be positioned 
closer to the ‘loose aggregates’ end. 
 
Part of the reason why a consistent ranking order has been found for the different 
social groups is because these groups have a distinct set of default properties or 
traits that are associated with them (e.g. Lickel et al. (2000), Pickett, Silver and 
Brewer (2002)). Sherman et al. (2002) state that these associated traits are the 
stereotypes that characterise the respective social group types. Empirical research 
has shown that people use these stereotypes to govern their beliefs about which 
social group a target group belongs to (e.g. Lickel, Hamilton and Sherman (2001)) 
and the stereotypes of a target group influence people’s ratings of entitativity about 
that group (e.g. Lickel et al. 2006). 
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It is therefore no surprise that when presented with information about a particular 
group, people spontaneously use the typology of social groups to organise this 
information (Sherman, Castelli & Hamilton 2002). In other words, people choose a 
default social group for the target group they are processing. This means that in 
general, people have relatively stable views on the social group they believe a 
specific target group fits into and the stereotypes that accompany that group (Lickel 
et al. 2000, Lickel et al. 2006). Consequently, an understanding of the properties and 
specific associations of each social group is needed. 
 
2.6.3 Group types and their properties 
 
To give a better understanding of how people perceive social groups, further 
explanation on how people perceive groups (collectives) in general is now offered. 
First, an explanation of dynamic and categorical groups is given before four basic 
relational principles that humans use to regulate their social interactions are 
introduced (Fiske, Haslam & Fiske 1991, Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). This 
information is then presented alongside distinct properties or traits (stereotypes) that 
each social group possesses. Examples of the types of groups that people intuitively 
and spontaneously categorise into one of the social groups is given at this point as 
well. 
 
2.6.3.1 Dynamic and categorical categories 
 
Asch (1952, p. 260) distinguishes between a group involving “…a collection of units 
that…possess some property in common” and a group where members are 
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“fundamentally different in character” yet interdependent. Along similar lines, Wilder 
and Simon (1998) state that the meaning of ‘group’ could be split into two distinct 
classifications: one that is categorical in nature and one that is dynamic in nature. 
They propose that categorical groups have distinct characteristics, such as: 
 Membership of a categorical group is determined by shared properties or 
characteristics of the members, which are usually stable and desired traits; 
 Members are ‘holograms’ of the category meaning that a replication of the 
group is found in an individual member; 
 The sum of all individual members constitutes the group; 
 The group is based on similarity judgments; 
 Groups are created to give simpler representations of the social world. 
 
However, dynamic groups have different characteristics associated with them. 
Specifically, Wilder and Simon (1998) propose that: 
 Dynamic groups will arise from the relationships among members; 
 Dynamic group membership is determined by how well the member fits into 
the structure of the group and therefore similarity among members is not 
necessary.  
 A member of a dynamic group is not a ‘hologram’ of the group, meaning that 
inferences about the group cannot be made with as much assurance; 
 A dynamic group is bigger than its constituent parts.  
 
People’s perceptions of dynamic groups are much more bounded due to the fact that 
the group exists because of the interaction. In other words, dynamic groups “are not 
created by perceiver attempts to employ cognitive shortcuts to minimize effort” 
(Wilder & Simon 1998, p. 36). 
 
Generally, the primary criterion for membership of a categorical group is based on 
similarity, while the primary criterion for membership of a dynamic group is based on 
interaction (Rutchick, Hamilton & Sack 2008). This means that these two criteria 
form people’s perceptions of the groups’ respective entitativity ratings (Rutchick, 
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Hamilton & Sack 2008). However, Wilder and Simon (1998) propose that there may 
be some crossover and that a ‘similarity’ of group members of a dynamic group 
could be inferred due to the group members’ interactions. Empirical work has also 
shown that even when group properties are held constant, both interaction and 
similarity can be strong predictors of the entitativity of that group (Rutchick, Hamilton 
& Sack 2008, study 2).  
 
That groups can be classified as categorical or dynamic in nature indicates that 
people consider groups to have different relational principles amongst their 
members. 
 
2.6.3.2 The four basic relational principles in social cognition 
 
Four basic relational principles used in everyday social cognition are: communal 
sharing, authority ranking, equality matching and market pricing (Fiske, Haslam & 
Fiske 1991). It is necessary to understand these basic relational principles because 
they are amongst the most salient schemata used in everyday social cognition 
(Fiske, Haslam & Fiske 1991). People also connect these different principles to each 
social group (to varying degrees) as part of the way they make sense of the social 
world (Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). 
 
As stated by Fiske et al. (1991, p.657), communal sharing “is a relationship of 
equivalence, in which all the people in some bounded group are considered the 
same for the social purposes in question. Membership in the collectivity is all that 
matters: People ignore individual identity”; authority ranking “is an asymmetric, 
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linearly ordered relationship in which superiors take precedence, and subordinates 
respectfully defer to them. In making decisions, there is a chain of command in which 
authorities issue orders that lower ranking people obey. In transactions, senior 
people may expropriate things from their juniors, who have to "pay tribute," but 
conversely, high rank implies pastoral responsibility for followers, according to the 
principle of noblesse oblige”; equality matching “is an egalitarian relationship in 
which people aim to maintain an even balance. Typical manifestations are turn 
taking, [and] in-kind reciprocity in which people get back the "same thing" they 
give…”; Market pricing “is a relationship that is based on proportionality, in which 
people organize their interactions with reference to some system of ratio 
values…People using this model make decisions according to rational calculations of 
cost and benefit or supply and demand, as when the market determines what 
commodities are produced, where, how, and by whom.” 
 
2.6.4 Connecting social groups and their associated properties 
 
Now that an overview of dynamic and categorical groups has been given alongside 
the four basic relational principles, it is important to link these ideas to the different 
social groups. 
 
2.6.4.1 Connecting intimacy groups with their association properties 
 
Intimacy groups are “perceived as small, impermeable, highly interactive units of 
long duration, which are very important to their members” (Hamilton et al. 2009, p. 
181). They are perceived to have the highest level of entitativity of all the four social 
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groups (Lickel et al. 2000). Intimacy groups have a high level of communal sharing, a 
moderate level of equality matching but much lower levels of market pricing and 
authority ranking (Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). They are also perceived as 
dynamic groups (Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). Intimacy groups help fulfil 
members’ affiliation needs (Johnson et al. 2006). This is because members have a 
basic motivation to feel connected (Mackie & Smith 1998). Examples of intimacy 
groups include families, friends and support groups. 
 
2.6.4.2 Connecting task groups with their association properties 
 
Task groups are “small in size, of relatively short duration, are relatively permeable 
(ease of joining or leaving the group), and their members share common goals” 
(Hamilton et al. 2009, p. 181). They are also “often hierarchically structured, with a 
clear leader and differentiation of roles among members” (Spencer-Rodgers, 
Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, p. 370). They can even be perceived as highly 
interdependent and interactive, even if the group members are “very dissimilar in 
many respects (e.g., specific skills, gender, race or ethnicity, age, personality, 
appearance)” (Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, p. 371). 
 
Task groups are perceived to have the second highest entitativity level of all the four 
social groups (Lickel et al. 2000) and are considered to evoke default perceptions of 
‘dynamic group’ thinking in people (Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, 
Wilder & Simon 1998, Rutchick, Hamilton & Sack 2008). They also help to fulfil 
members’ achievement needs, which may be more difficult or even impossible to do 
if an individual tried by themselves (Johnson et al. 2006). Task group interactions are 
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most likely regulated by authority ranking, whilst having moderate levels of equality 
matching and market pricing and low levels of communal sharing (Lickel, Hamilton & 
Sherman 2001). Examples of task groups include a work group, a jury and the cast 
of a play. 
 
2.6.4.3 Connecting social categories with their association properties 
 
A social category is “a collection of individuals who share at least one attribute in 
common” (Rabbie & Horwitz 1988, p. 117). They are generally “large groups that are 
long lasting and impermeable, but fairly low in group member interaction” (Hamilton 
et al. 2009, p. 181). Social categories have the third highest level of entitativity of all 
the four social groups (Lickel et al. 2000) and are considered to evoke default 
perceptions of ‘categorical group’ thinking in people (Wilder & Simon 1998, Spencer-
Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, Rutchick, Hamilton & Sack 2008). They also 
help to fulfil members’ identity needs (Johnson et al. 2006). This is because 
members have a basic desire to maintain or enhance a positive view of themselves 
and anything else that is associated with them (Mackie & Smith 1998). Interactions 
between members of social categories are moderately regulated by all four of the 
relational principles (Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). Examples of social 
categories include women, Jews and Americans. 
 
2.6.4.4 Connecting loose associations with their association properties 
 
Loose associations are “groups that involve low levels of interaction (and are often of 
short duration), and that can be easily joined or left” (Lickel et al. 2006, p. 29). They 
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also have low levels of common goals, common outcomes, and similarity (Lickel, 
Hamilton & Sherman 2001). This type of group is not centrally important to its 
members (Hamilton, Sherman & Castelli 2002). The relational principles that most 
likely govern interactions in these types of groups are higher levels of market pricing, 
followed by moderate levels of equality matching and authority ranking and low 
levels of communal sharing (Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001). There are no known 
needs that members can ‘fulfil’ while being part of a ‘loose association’ (cf. Johnson 
et al. 2006). Loose association groups are perceived to have the lowest level of 
entitativity out of the four different types of social group. Examples of loose 
associations include people living in the same neighbourhood, students at a 
university and people in line at a bank. 
 
Table 1 gives an overview of the four primary social group types (i.e. intimacy 
groups, task groups, social categories and loose associations), their properties and 
the corresponding levels of the four relational principles. Different blends of these 
properties are implicitly used by people when they infer entitativity within a group 
(Lickel et al. 2000, Lickel et al. 2006, Pickett 2001, Pickett & Perrott 2004).  
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
   
PAGE 77 
 
Table 1: Social groups and associated properties and relational principles 
 Intimate Groups Task Groups Social Categories Loose Associations 
Examples of each group 
Families; friends; support 
groups 
Work group; jury; cast of play Women; Jews; Americans 
People living in the same 
neighbourhood; students at a 
university people in line at a 
bank 
Communal sharing High Low Medium Low 
Authority ranking Low High Medium Medium 
Equality matching Medium Medium Medium Medium 
Market pricing Low Medium Medium High 
Fulfilment needs given by the group Affiliation Achievement Identity N/A 
Size of group Small Small Large - 
Level of permeability Low Medium Low High 
Level of interaction between members High Medium-High Low Low 
Level of common goals High Medium-High Low Low 
Level of common outcomes High Medium-High Low Low 
Duration of group Long Medium Long Short 
Importance of group to members High Medium-High Low Low 
Group member similarity High Medium-High Low Low 
Dynamic or categorical group type Dynamic Dynamic Categorical N/A 
Other properties specific to group - 
Members often hierarchical in 
structure; members often 
interdependent; member of 
specific roles 
- - 
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2.6.5 Measuring entitativity 
 
There have been a number of attempts at measuring entitativity in the literature. The 
seminal paper by Lickel et al. (2000, note 1, p. 228) measured entitativity by a single 
item (the degree to which different collections of people "qualify as a group."). This 
was because the single item “was easy for participants [to evaluate] and was 
conceptually distinct from the other variables we assessed”. The ‘other variables’ 
included cues (antecedents) to entitativity such as the level of interaction amongst 
group members, the importance of the group to members, the goals of the group, the 
outcomes of the group, the similarity (homogeneity) of the group members, the 
permeability of the group, the size of the group and the duration of the group. Across 
all of the different social groups used in the study, interaction, importance, goals, 
outcomes, and similarity were all strongly intercorrelated with one another and 
positively correlated with entitativity. Meanwhile, size, duration, and permeability 
were weakly correlated with entitativity and uncorrelated with the five previous cues. 
Size and permeability were also negatively correlated with entitativity and 
uncorrelated with each other (although group size and entitativity have also been 
found to be positively associated with one another in other literature (namely 
McGarty et al. (1995))). Finally duration had a small correlation with entitativity and a 
strong correlation with size.  
 
Despite Lickel et al. (2000) using a ‘conceptually distinct’ measure for entitativity it is 
clear that many of the antecedents (cues) to entitativity are (likely to be) strongly 
correlated with entitativity’s conceptual meaning. This may be one reason why many 
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subsequent papers use entitativity’s antecedents as proxies for an entitativity 
measure. Table 2 outlines entitativity measures found in the literature. 
Table 2: Entitativity measures found in the literature 
Entitativity items used Reference 
The degree to which different collections of people "qualify as a group." (Lickel et al. 2000) 
1. Some groups have the characteristics of a ‘group’ more than others do. To 
what extent does this group qualify as a ‘group’? 
2. To what extent do you think the members of the group feel that they are part 
of their group? 
3. How cohesive is the group? 
4. How organized is the group? 
5. How much unity do you think the members of the group feel? 
6. How much do the group members interact with one another? 
7. To what extent are members of the group interdependent (i.e., dependent on 
each other) for achieving the group’s goals? 
8. How important is the group to its members? 
(Spencer-
Rodgers, Hamilton 
& Sherman 2007a) 
1. The members of the Church of England are as “one.” 
2. The Church of England is deeply divided and fractured (R). 
3. The Church of England is a cohesive group. 
4. The Church of England is like a single entity. 
5. The Church of England is a unified whole. 
(Sani 2005) 
1. The group of Spanish people is cohesive 
2. There is no doubt about the existence of the group of Spanish people. 
3. The group of Spanish people is tightly-knit 
4. The group of Spanish people is like a unified whole 
5. The group of Spanish people is a single entity 
6. When I think about the group of Spanish people I have a sense that it has 
tangible existence 
(Sani, Bowe & 
Herrera 2007) 
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1. How unified is the group? 
2. How cohesive is the group? 
3. How much do the members feel like they are part of the group? 
4. The extent to which the group qualifies as a group? 
(Crump et al. 
2010) 
1. One thing that groups have in common is that each one is a collection of 
people. However, not all collections of people constitute a group to the same 
degree. To what extent do you believe that Group A typifies what it means to be 
a group? 
2. How important do you think that Group A is to its members? 
3. How often do you think that members of Group A interact with each other? 
4. To what extent do you believe that members of Group A are affected by the 
behaviours of other Group A members? 
5. How similar are members of Group A? 
6. How long do you think that members of Group A have known each other? 
7. How organised do you think Group A is? 
8. How motivated are members of Group A to achieve their group’s goals? 
9. How easy do you think it is for new members to join Group A? (R) 
10. How easy do you think it is for established members to leave Group A? 
11. How structured do you think Group A is? 
12. How committed do you think the members of Group A are to their group? 
13. How invested do you think the members of Group A are in their group? 
14. How strongly bonded do you think that members of Group A are to their 
group? 
15. To what extent do you believe that members of Group A share common 
goals? 
16. To what extent do you believe that an individual member of Group A has 
control over the behaviors (including his or her own) and statements (including 
his or her own) made by Group A regarding senior comprehensive exams at 
Miami University? 
(Rydell & 
McConnell 2005) 
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1. How cohesive is the group? 
2. How important is the group to its members? 
3. How organized is the group? 
4. Overall, how similar are members of the group to each other? 
5. To what extent do you think the members of the group feel that they are part 
of the group? 
6. Some groups have the characteristics of a “group” more than others do. To 
what extent does this group qualify as a group? 
7. Some groups possess a core personality; although there may be differences 
and similarities in their behaviors, underneath they are basically the same. To 
what extent does the group possess a core personality? 
8. How variable are the behaviors of the group? (R) 
9. Some groups possess basic or fundamental qualities that do not seem to 
change much over time. Other groups possess qualities or characteristics that 
do change. How changeable are the characteristics of the group? (R) 
10. Some groups are conflicted; they are uncertain or unsure of their attitudes, 
values, and goals. Other groups’ attitudes, values, and goals are definite and 
firm. How conflicted is the group? (R) 
11. To what extent is the group able to achieve its goals and make things 
happen (e.g., produce specific outcomes)? 
12. Some groups are coherent; their attitudes, values, and goals seem to be 
harmonious and compatible. Other groups’ attitudes, values, and goals seem to 
be incompatible or in disagreement. How coherent is the group? 
13. Some groups’ attitudes, values, and behaviors depend very much on where 
they are or who they are with. Other groups’ attitudes, etc. are pretty much the 
same regardless of where they are or who they are with. How much do the 
attitudes, etc. of the group depend on where they are or who they are with? (R) 
14. Some groups have the characteristic of being distinctive or unique. That is, 
they do not share many qualities or characteristics with other groups. How 
distinctive is the group? 
(Spencer-Rodgers 
et al. 2007b) 
1. I feel that I and the other workers in this company are all in the same boat 
2. It is only possible to achieve an aim if all the employees in this company work 
together 
3. Workers in this company really do form a group 
(Voci 2006) 
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Four items employed in the main study: 
1. The group is a high-performing team 
2. Members of the group are efficient when they work together 
3. The group is well coordinated 
4. The group is tightly-knit 
 
Seven items designed to capture additional dimensions of entitativity, included 
in pre-test: 
1. The group is important to each member 
2. Members of the group are tightly connected 
3. Members of the group interact often with one another 
4. Members of the group are similar to one another 
5. The group is working collectively toward a shared goal 
6. What happens to one member of the group also impacts the other group 
members 
7. Members of the group depend on one another 
(Newheiser, 
Sawaoka & 
Dovidio 2012) 
R = Reverse coded 
Table 2 suggests that there are a number of ways in which entitativity is measured in 
the literature. These include both the use of single items as well as the use of multi-
item scales that collapse disparate ideas/concepts into one scale. However, despite 
many of the measures purporting to measure entitativity, a significant number suffer 
from conceptual ambiguity (Sun et al. 2014). That is to say that they have no ‘real’ 
conceptual existence because they are formative measures (Cadogan, Lee & 
Chamberlain 2013) (how entitativity is measured in this study is discussed 
in  4.4.5.1). 
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2.6.6 Outcomes of entitativity within the social psychology 
 
Understanding the entitativity of a collective is important because there is evidence 
to suggest high levels of perceived entitativity influence how people perceive a 
collective and its respective member entities (Lambert & Wyer 1990, Lambert 1995, 
Ryan, Judd & Park 1996, Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a). 
 
2.6.6.1 Stereotyping 
 
As indicated above, entitativity is positively associated with stereotyping about a 
group and its respective members (cf. Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman 
2007a). A stereotype is a person’s “knowledge, beliefs, and expectancies” about a 
group (Hamilton & Trolier 1986, p. 133). To the author’s best knowledge, research 
explicitly examining consumers’ stereotypes of sponsors has not been examined. 
However, it is conceivable that consumers hold ‘stereotypes’ of sponsors and of their 
motives. For example, consumers attribute commercial intentions behind sports 
sponsorships over social causes or environmental programme sponsorships 
(Meenaghan & Shipley 1999). Recent research has also shown that a sponsor’s 
market prominence can be influenced by people’s perceptions of the sponsee. 
Market prominence is a sponsor’s size-based prominence or organisational 
importance within their respective industry (Olson & Thjømøe 2011). Consumers 
believe that only a brand with high market prominence can afford to sponsor a high-
equity (‘big’ and ‘prominent’) property (cf. Wakefield & Bennett 2010). High levels of 
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concurrent sponsor entitativity could therefore impact upon consumers’ ‘stereotypes’ 
of the sponsors involved in specific sponsorships. 
 
2.6.6.2 Treated as a single entity 
 
The more people perceive an entitative collective, the more it is treated as a single 
entity as opposed to an aggregate of individuals (e.g. Campbell (1958), Hamilton and 
Sherman (1996)). This occurs because people form integrative impressions of the 
group and their respective group members and base judgments on the information 
presented at the time of processing (‘on-line’ judgments) as opposed to relying on 
memory-based judgments (Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002). Specifically, highly 
entitativity perceptions lead to “spontaneous, on-line inferences and evaluations, 
organized representation of acquired information in memory, efforts toward 
resolution of inconsistencies, and expectations for consistency in the group’s 
performance and the behaviors of its members” (Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 1998, 
p. 70). This occurs because perceivers believe they can “form coherent impressions 
of such groups” at the time they are presented with the information about the group 
(McConnell, Sherman & Hamilton 1997, p. 751). This could be important in 
concurrent sponsorship settings. For example, consumers may form integrated, on-
line impressions of the concurrent sponsors whilst processing the sponsorship 
arrangements if they perceive the sponsors as being entitative. An implication of this 
includes the fact that consumers may evaluate a sponsor in a new light because of 
context-specific judgments made ‘there and then’  as opposed to predominantly 
relying on their memories of the brand, outside of a sponsorship context. This means 
that consumers’ evaluations of sponsors may be more malleable when concurrent 
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sponsors are perceived as entitative, which could have important implications for 
sponsors’ persuasive communication messages: it is more likely that consumers will 
be persuaded by specific sponsorship-linked messages when people process 
information received at the time than if they rely on their pre-existing thoughts about 
a sponsoring brand. 
 
2.6.6.3 Confusion between group members 
 
As a result of integrated, ‘on-line’ judgements, people tend to confuse individual 
group members’ traits and associations as a result of forming one overall group 
impression (Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002). This is particularly interesting and 
relevant to sponsorship contexts because sponsoring companies usually sign 
product category exclusivity clauses with the property they are sponsoring (Fortunato 
& Richards 2007). As such, the sponsoring companies often come from 
heterogeneous product and service categories and are not usually directly related to 
one another outside of the focal concurrent sponsorship environment (as opposed to 
day-to-day contexts when consumers are more likely to compare direct rival brands). 
However, when the concurrent sponsorship arrangement is present, it can provide 
an “input context” for relational associations between the heterogeneous companies 
to take place (Hunt & Einstein 1981, p. 512). This means that the more consumers 
perceive the sponsors as being entitative, the more likely it is for consumers to 
confuse a sponsor’s associations with another sponsor’s even if the companies 
produce different products or services (cf. Carrillat (2005), Carrillat, Solomon, & 
D’Astous (2015)). As such, it is possible for a company’s own sponsor equity to 
impact and be impacted upon by other sponsors if the concurrent sponsors are 
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perceived as being highly entitative. Clearly this provides an opportunity for sponsors 
to gain from (and give to) other sponsors via spill over effects (e.g. Carrillat, Harris 
and Lafferty (2010)). 
 
2.6.6.4 Collective responsibility 
 
Perceived entitativity is also positively associated with collective responsibility 
(Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003). Previous research has suggested that 
entitativity and collective responsibility are positively associated with one another 
(Lickel, Hamilton & Sherman 2001, Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003, Denson et al. 
2006). Collective responsibility “refers to the perception that others, besides the 
wrongdoers themselves, are responsible for the event” (Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 
2003, p. 194). 
 
Within the social psychology literature the ‘wrongdoers’ are perceived as being part 
of a group and it is that group which is held blameable for any ‘negative’ event that 
may have occurred. In social psychology, a negative event can refer to simple acts 
such as a child being ‘naughty’ to more serious acts such as someone involved in a 
fistfight or even criminal acts such as terrorism (e.g. Lickel, Hamilton and Sherman 
(2001)). In the context of the first example, the question is whether parents should be 
held responsible for their child’s behaviour, whereas in the latter examples, it is 
friends or other social groups associated with the perpetrator(s). 
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More abstractly, there is growing evidence to suggest that people assign blame 
beyond the direct offenders of negative events to other parties who have some kind 
of social association with the wrongdoer (Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003, 
Denson et al. 2006). In both of the cases above, an agent(s) (a person, people or an 
entity) is directly responsible for an ‘act’ but others are also blamed. Similarly, the 
Columbine school massacre can be considered the ‘act’ with the ‘agents’ being the 
two people who were directly responsible for the shootings. Despite there being two 
‘agents’ directly responsible for the ‘act’, people also perceived the parents and the 
Trench Coat Mafia as being collectively responsible for the shootings too, even 
though they were not being directly involved. In the case of the shooters’ parents, 
this was because people believed the parents (indirectly) failed to stop the event 
happening, whilst in the case of the Trench Coat Mafia, people believed the group 
(indirectly) encouraged or facilitated the event (Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003). 
 
To the author’s best knowledge, the sponsorship literature is rather quiet on the 
collective responsibility towards a sponsored property. However, it may be important 
for sponsorship contexts. Here, the ‘act’ is the running/putting on of the sponsee 
itself and the sponsee’s rights holder is directly responsible for this. If the sponsee is 
an athlete, the act is the behaviour or performance of the athlete who is ultimately in 
charge of his or her own body. Likewise, if the sponsee is an event, the act is the 
hosting and running of the event. It is the direct responsibility of the sponsee’s rights 
holder (event owner(s) or manager(s)) to ensure the sponsee is successful. 
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Importantly, a sponsee’s sponsors are not directly responsible because they do not 
own the sponsee themselves. Instead, sponsors pay, through finance or other 
resources (e.g. products or services), for the right to associate themselves with the 
sponsee. The notion that sponsors are not directly responsible for the sponsee is 
supported by O’Neill, Getz and Carlsen (1999, p. 158) who state that “[i]t is the 
responsibility of event managers to deliver an attractive event program, which will 
entice visitors from overseas and interstate to experience the event.” Similarly, Amis, 
Slack and Berrett (1999, p. 255) state, “[a]s with most things located in the firm’s 
external environment, the sponsorship is not a resource over which the company has 
total control. Thus, a failed drugs test (Ben Johnson) or poorly organised event (the 
1996 Olympic Games) may prove extremely detrimental to a closely associated 
sponsor.” Clearly, Amis, Slack and Berrett (1999) take the view that sponsorship 
involves a company’s association with a third-party-owned entity because they talk 
about potential occurrences that take place within a sponsor’s external environment. 
 
2.6.7 Outcomes of entitativity within marketing 
 
The entitativity concept has mainly been used within social psychology, and has 
predominantly focussed on perceptions of collectives of people. However, the 
findings can be extended to other social objects (e.g. Mishra (2009)). A social object 
“is any entity or artifact found in society, such as a product, service, organization, 
person, place, or idea” (Kotler 1972, p. 49). The particular social objects of interest in 
this study are that of sponsees and their respective concurrent sponsors. As 
explained previously, concurrent sponsorships are sponsorships where multiple 
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brands sponsor the same property at the same time (Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 
2010). Each sponsoring brand is a social object in its own right (Muniz & O’Guinn 
2001). Unfortunately, there is limited research on the outcomes of entitativity within a 
sponsorship context. The researcher is aware of only two related works that have 
been discussed previously (namely Carrillat (2005) and Carrillat, Solomon, and 
D’Astous (2015)). Therefore, it is important to consider wider marketing literature 
which has used entitativity as part of the study. Even so, there is relatively scant 
marketing literature which examines entitativity. 
 
Smith, Faro and Burson (2013) find that the perceived entitativity of victims lead 
subjects to make more extreme judgements and behaviours towards those victims. 
Specifically, relative to inentitative groups, greater feelings of concern and higher 
levels of charitable donations are observed when victims are perceived to have 
positive traits but the opposite is true when the victims are perceived to have 
negative traits (Mishra 2009). Meanwhile, Palmatier and colleagues (Palmatier et al. 
2007, p. 219) find that entitativity – operationalised as firm consistency – significantly 
and positively moderates the impact that buyer–selling firm relationship quality has 
on price premiums and marginally significantly and positively moderates the impact 
that buyer–selling firm relationship quality has on sales growth. Consequently, “high 
consistency appears to increase the positive impact of buyer relationship quality with 
the selling firm”. Palmatier, Scheer and Steenkamp (2007, p. 187) also found that 
entitativity moderates the relationship between the loyalty-building impact of 
relationship-enhancing activities (i.e. “actions, resources, and efforts focused on 
strengthening customer relations”) and salesperson-owned loyalty. Specifically, 
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entitativity – operationalised as selling-firm consistency – reduces the impact that the 
relationship-enhancing activities had on salesperson-owned loyalty. The hypothesis 
for this effect is that “[i]f all selling-firm associates, systems, and communications 
present a unified theme that stresses the firm's role, the buyer will be inclined to 
attribute relationship-enhancing activities to the selling firm” as opposed to the 
specific salesperson (Palmatier, Scheer & Steenkamp 2007, p. 188). 
 
In sum, entitativity appears to be an appropriate and under-utilised concept within 
marketing and especially so within the sponsorship domain. As such, an examination 
of entitativity within a sponsorship context appears warranted. 
 
2.7  Conclusion 
 
To conclude, this chapter points to people’s purchase intentions towards a 
sponsoring brand being the most appropriate sponsor equity outcome to measure in 
consumer-based sponsorship research. This is due to modern-day sponsorships 
having commercial orientations about them and purchase intention measures being 
used as proxies for actual purchasing behaviour, both at a specific point in time and 
in forecasting situations. However, little is known about what drives people’s 
purchase intentions within sponsorship settings and especially so within concurrent 
sponsorship contexts. Concurrent sponsorships are akin to collective (group) 
settings and so the literature on groups, found within social psychology, is needed to 
underpin how people may perceive concurrent sponsors as well as the sponsored 
properties. More specifically, entitativity and its outcomes are suggested to be 
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important concepts found in the social psychology literature that could be applied to 
marketing, and in particular, concurrent sponsorship settings. The next chapter will 
outline how entitativity and its outcomes are expected to drive people’s purchase 
intentions towards concurrent sponsors in more detail. Here hypotheses will be 
developed alongside a conceptual model.
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Chapter Three: CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
3.1  Introduction 
 
In this chapter, the purpose of the study is reiterated, and an overview of the 
conceptual development presented. This is followed by an explanation of the unit of 
the analysis, and more specifically, the emphasis on purchase intentions towards a 
focal concurrent sponsor. The core theories used to underpin the study are then 
presented, together with an explanation of how they are used to help develop the 
hypotheses. Hypothesis development is undertaken and the chapter concludes with 
a diagrammatical representation of the theoretical framework to be tested. 
 
3.2  Conceptual development overview 
 
A consideration in the current study is that of the unit of analysis, or more 
specifically, the focus on one focal sponsor within a concurrent sponsorship setting 
as the dependent variable unit. Consequently, and before examining the core 
theories that underpin the model, the use of a focal sponsor is discussed. In addition, 
the overall premise of this study is that the entitativity perceptions that consumers 
have of concurrent sponsors are related to purchase intentions towards concurrent 
sponsoring brands. Further, this relationship is direct as well as indirect, acting 
through sponsee equity. Information Integration Theory (Anderson 1981a), 
Attribution Theory (Heider 1958), and the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & 
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Ajzen 1975, Ajzen & Fishbein 1980) are used to underpin the model. Information 
Integration Theory is used to explain why people’s attitudes towards the sponsee 
sponsorship can impact upon how people evaluate the entities involved (namely the 
concurrent sponsors and the sponsee itself). Meanwhile, attribution theory is used to 
underpin how people’s attributions of sponsor sincerity (sponsee-serving traits) or 
insincerity (sponsor-serving traits) impact upon their attitudes towards the sponsee 
and sponsor. Finally, the Theory of Reasoned Action is used to underpin why 
people’s attitudes towards a behaviour impacts upon their behavioural (purchasing) 
intentions. The relevance of these theories, and the ways in which they are used to 
underpin the conceptual framework are explained in sections  3.4 to  3.6. 
 
3.3  Focal sponsor 
 
The context of this study is the concurrent sponsorships of a sponsee. In this 
context, the study focusses on sponsorship outcomes for a focal sponsor within the 
group of concurrent sponsors, for a number of reasons outlined below.  
 
Firstly, considering a focal sponsor in this study is in line with the latest cobranding 
literature, which suggests the need to consider a brand alliance from the view of a 
focal co-brand. Specifically, Newmeyer, Venkatesh and Chatterjee (2014, p. 103) 
state: 
 
“We look at the cobranding decision though the eyes of the decision maker as the 
brand initiating the cobranding effort, which we refer to as the focal brand throughout 
this paper. Of course, similar considerations apply from the perspective of the 
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partnering brand as well. We take the perspective of a consultant to the decision 
maker.” 
 
A similar perspective of a consultant to a focal brand is taken in this study but by 
examining consumer responses to the focal brand when it is in a context similar to 
brand alliance (namely a concurrent sponsorship context (cf. Olson, 2010, but also 
explained in more detail below)).  
 
Secondly, the desirable outcomes of sponsoring, from the sponsors’ perspectives, 
are at the level of the individual sponsors. In other words, a sponsor is more 
interested in knowing if the sponsorship has an impact on their own performance; the 
impact of the concurrent sponsorship on other sponsors will be much less of a 
concern to them (if it is a concern at all). 
 
Thirdly, the use of a focal sponsor is also warranted for a pragmatic reason. Modern 
day sponsorships often involve a considerable number of concurrent sponsors. 
Evidence of this can be seen through an examination of sponsees’ webpages. For 
example, a recent examination of sponsees’ websites in New Zealand found, on 
average, 8.2 sponsors per sponsee with this rising to an average of 14.6 sponsors 
for sponsees competing at the national-level. Furthermore “these figures could 
underestimate actual "real world" sponsorship levels, as some [sponsee’s] websites 
had no sponsorship information at all and not all clubs had functioning websites” 
(Maher et al. 2006, p. 6). A more recent study indicated sponsees, which are 
considered to have global reach (e.g. the National Basketball Association or the 
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English Premier League), had between 65 and 245 corporate sponsors associated 
with them (Lee & Ross 2012). 
 
Asking respondents to evaluate a large number of concurrent sponsors would be 
impractical to implement and increase the chances of respondent fatigue. It would 
also be incorrect to artificially limit the number of concurrent sponsors a sponsee has 
so that respondents could evaluate each sponsor. Providing a respondent with a 
small number of concurrent sponsors amidst a pool of many, is not only unrealistic 
but it may also dampen people’s entitativity perceptions, as previous literature has 
indicated that group size and entitativity can be positively associated with one 
another (McGarty et al. 1995). Therefore to place a cap on the number of concurrent 
sponsors may impact upon people’s subsequent entitativity ratings.  
 
To conclude, purchase intentions towards a focal sponsor are used as the key 
dependent variable in this study. 
 
In the next sections, the use of core theories to underpin the conceptual model is 
explained. 
 
3.4  Information Integration Theory 
 
3.4.1 The theory 
 
Information Integration Theory was developed and tested through experiments by 
Norman Anderson (Anderson 1971, Anderson 1981a, Anderson 1981b, Anderson 
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1991; see also Fishbein 1967). It explores how attitudes are formed and changed 
through combining new information with existing cognitions, and explains the 
process by which people combine different stimuli to form beliefs and attitudes 
(Simonin & Ruth 1998). Specifically, it “states that attitudes shift as people receive, 
evaluate, and integrate stimulus information with their existing attitudes” (Mazodier & 
Merunka 2012, p. 810). 
 
During information integration, three successive operations occur (Anderson 1991). 
First, stimuli are transformed into psychological subjective representations. This 
transformation depends upon the interaction between the stimuli and the person as 
well as the goal(s) that person has. Hence, “the same objective stimulus will have 
different values in different contexts… [with these values being the result of] a chain 
of processes that begin at the sense receptors and involve a complex linguistic 
knowledge, general background knowledge, and task-specific knowledge” (Anderson 
1991, p. 3). 
 
Information Integration Theory posits that the information individuals receive about 
objects has two qualities: value and weight. The value is the evaluation of the 
information in terms of whether it is perceived favourably or not. The weight refers to 
the information’s perceived importance depending upon the contextualised goal of 
the person at the time they receive the information. 
 
Second, the respective subjective representations that people have created in their 
minds are integrated into an implicit response. Here, the integration essentially 
“involves combining parts [i.e. the subjective representations] into wholes” (Anderson 
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1991, p. 3). The values and weights referred to above thus affect people’s existing 
attitudes. Specifically, information that is high in value (highly favourable), and high 
in weight (very important) will have more influence on people’s attitudes than 
information low in value or weight. 
 
Finally, a person’s implicit response is transformed into some form of observable 
response. More often than not this observable response is captured when a person 
completes an attitude rating scale (Anderson 1991). Thus, the attitude rating scale 
attempts to capture people’s integrated subjective representations of the original 
stimuli such that the observer can identify what a person regards as high value and 
high weight (or otherwise). 
 
3.4.2 Relevance and application of Information Integration Theory within this study 
 
Information Integration Theory has been used in the brand alliance literature to 
underpin why people’s attitude towards an alliance spills overs to the respective 
allied brands (the partners which make up the brand alliance). For example, Simonin 
and Ruth (1998), conducting a pre- and post- alliance exposure experiment 
(whereby prior attitudes towards the to-be partnered brands were used as controls 
for the post-exposure analysis), found that people’s attitudes towards the allied 
brands after being exposed to the brand alliance were affected by the direction of the 
valence of the alliance itself.  
 
Information Integration Theory has also been used in the sponsorship literature to 
underpin how people’s attitudes towards a sponsorship influence their attitudes 
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towards the sponsor and the sponsee. Specifically, Olson (2010) conceptualised 
‘attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship’ as being akin to ‘attitudes towards the 
brand alliance’ in dyadic sponsorship contexts. This is because both alliances are 
the result of two separate entities coming together. Consumers then make post-
alliance evaluations of each allied brand based on their attitudes towards the alliance 
itself. Within dyadic sponsorship arrangements, the sponsor and the sponsee are the 
two separate entities that become the allied brands, whilst attitudes towards the 
sponsee sponsorship reflect the co-branding or co-marketing alliance formed 
between the sponsor and sponsee’s rights holder (please see Chapter 2 for 
sponsorship co-branding/marketing alliance examples).  
 
Consequently, within dyadic sponsorship contexts, people form an attitude (e.g. 
positive, negative or neutral) towards a particular sponsorship (Bennett, Cunningham 
& Dees 2006), and the direction of the valence of this attitude spills over to the 
sponsor and sponsee (Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006). For example, and in line 
with information integration theory, people in their everyday lives, may be ambivalent 
or only somewhat negative towards tobacco, alcohol, or gambling companies or 
companies that are associated with fatty, salty or sugary foods. However, when 
these companies begin sponsoring sports properties people perceive the 
sponsorships as contentious due to a mismatch in the alliance (a healthy sports 
property and an unhealthy sponsor) (Crompton 2014). In turn, evaluations of the 
sponsee (and other co-sponsors) can be negatively affected (Ruth & Simonin 2003, 
Ruth & Simonin 2006). 
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The above studies generally investigated dyadic branding alliances (namely between 
one sponsor and one sponsee). However, as explained earlier, it is commonplace for 
sponsees to have concurrent sponsors. The use of Information Integration Theory to 
underpin consumers’ attitude towards a sponsee sponsorship can be extended to 
concurrent sponsorship settings too. This is because a sponsee has an alliance with 
multiple sponsors in concurrent sponsorships. Therefore, Information Integration 
Theory can underpin why consumers’ attitudes towards a sponsee sponsorship can 
spill-over to their subsequent attitudes towards any of the allied brands (i.e. any 
concurrent sponsor or sponsee) in much the same way as conceptualised in dyadic 
sponsorship settings. 
 
3.5  Theory of Reasoned Action 
 
3.5.1 The theory 
 
The Theory of Reasoned Action was developed to complement Information 
Integration Theory (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975, Ajzen & Fishbein 1980). More 
specifically, reasoned actions add behavioural intentions as an element in the 
process of persuasion (which is also one of the objectives of Information Integration 
Theory) (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980). Thus, rather than predicting attitudes (which is 
what Information Integration Theory is concerned with), the Theory of Reasoned 
Action is concerned with predicting behaviour. Accordingly, the two are 
complementary rather than mutually-exclusive, and relevant to a study on 
consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions. 
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“According to the theory of reasoned action, a person’s intention is a function of two 
basic determinants, one personal in nature and the other reflecting social influence. 
The personal factor is the individual’s positive or negative evaluation of performing 
the behaviour; this factor is termed attitude toward the behaviour. It simply refers to 
the person’s judgment that performing the behaviour is good or bad, that he is in 
favour of or against performing that behaviour…The second determinant of intention 
is the person’s perception of the social pressures put on him to perform or not 
perform the behaviour in question. Since it deals with perceived prescriptions, this 
factor is termed subjective norms” (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980, p. 6). 
 
The theory of reasoned action considers attitude towards targets as being external 
factors in relation to the theory. Therefore, such attitudes may or may not be 
antecedents of people’s attitude towards a behaviour. Having said that, evidence 
would suggest that attitudes towards an external target “may indeed influence 
behaviour” (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980, p. 9). When this occurs, people’s attitude 
towards the target will ultimately influence their behaviour towards the target. 
 
The Theory of Reasoned Action also accounts for the fact that extraneous factors 
may reduce or limit the influence of attitude on behaviour. Consequently, the 
predicted outcome of attitude, according to the Theory of Reasoned Action is 
behavioural intention, rather than the behaviour itself. 
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3.5.2 Relevance and application of the Theory of Reasoned Action within this study 
 
Within a sponsorship context, the theory of reasoned action has been used to 
underpin why people’s attitude towards a brand is hypothesised to be positively 
associated with people’s purchase intentions towards a sponsoring brand. For 
example, when examining the match-up between sports events’ respective brand 
personalities and sponsors’ brand personalities, Lee and Cho (2009) found that 
greater personality congruence between a sponsor and a sponsee were significantly 
and positively associated with people’s attitude towards the sponsoring brand, which 
in turn, was significantly and positively associated with people’s purchase intentions 
towards the sponsor. Within the context of a professional soccer team, Biscaia and 
colleagues (Biscaia et al. 2013) examined the link between attitudinal and 
behavioural fan loyalty and resulting fans’ sponsorship awareness, attitude towards 
(two) sponsoring brands, and subsequent purchase intentions. The results suggest 
that, whilst “attitudinal loyalty impacts the attitude toward both sponsors and 
purchase intentions [and]…behavioral loyalty influences sponsorship awareness, 
and impacts differently the attitude and purchase intentions toward each sponsor… 
attitude toward the sponsor was the strongest predictor of purchase intentions” 
(Biscaia et al. 2013, p. 288) (attitudinal loyalty towards the sponsee was 
operationalised as intention to attend future games and purchase the sponsee’s 
other products and services whilst behavioural intentions towards the sponsee was 
operationalised as the number of games attended). 
 
The results of Madrigal's (2001) study within a university sports team setting also 
support the relevance and applicability of the theory of reasoned action within a 
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sponsorship context. Specifically, a person’s attitudes towards purchasing from a 
sponsor were positively related to his or her purchasing intentions towards the 
sponsor. Meanwhile Alexandris, Tsaousi and James (2007), whilst not explicitly 
underpinning their study with the theory of reasoned action, did find that people’s 
beliefs about sponsorship (for example, whether sponsorship is necessary for a 
Greek basketball all-star game to take place) were significantly and positively related 
to a person’s attitude towards the sponsor and his or her purchase intentions 
towards the sponsor. 
 
3.6  Attribution theory 
 
3.6.1 The theory 
 
Having established the need to use core theories of attitudes and behaviours to help 
underpin the model, a further consideration is concerned with the reasons why 
consumers evaluate sponsors’ actions the way they do (in a bid to influence 
perceptions and outcomes of those perceptions). To this end, attribution theory is 
considered, as it ties into the theory of reasoned action (Härtel, McColl-Kennedy & 
McDonald 1998), and is therefore consistent with the theories used to develop the 
current model. 
 
Attribution theory (also known as ‘naïve psychology’) (cf. Heider (1958)) states that 
people will “attribute observable events to their underlying causes on the basis of 
covariation of cause and effect” (Settle & Golden 1974, p. 181). In other words, it “is 
a theory about how people make causal explanations” (Kelley 1973, p. 107). These 
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‘causal explanations’ need not necessarily hold true but are simply an attempt by 
people, acting as naïve scientists, to develop common sense explanations for why 
something occurred (Heider 1958, Deitz, Myers & Stafford 2012). In turn, these 
‘causal explanations’ influence people’s attitudes and behaviours (Kelley 1967). 
 
Heider groups explanations into two categories: personal (dispositional) and 
situational attributions. Dispositional attributions are made when the reason for a 
given behaviour is based on the individual's intrinsic characteristics. Situational 
attributions are made when the reason for the given behaviour is based on the 
situation in which the behaviour occurs. Attributions inferred as being dispositional 
lead people to generate more differentiated effects than attributions inferred as a 
result of situational contexts (Weiner 1986). For example, success inferred to have 
occurred because of disposition (personality, ability, effort) results in better outcomes 
for an individual (higher self-esteem) than when success is inferred to be the result 
of situational reasons. However, this pattern is reversed when failure occurs (Russell 
& McAuley 1986). Similarly, relative to situational attributions, dispositional 
attributions heighten affective reactions such as pride of success and shame of 
failure (Weiner et al. 1972). 
 
Attributions inferred as being dispositional or situational are also important in group 
settings. Specifically, when people perceive a group to be entitative, they are 
increasingly likely to be “situation insensitive” and instead attribute dispositional 
factors for that group’s behaviour (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998, p. 1089), including 
making inferences about the group’s traits, motivations and raisons d'être (Yzerbyt, 
Rogier & Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004, Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & 
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Sherman 2007a). In turn, entitativity leads people to make polarised judgments. 
Polarisation involves “the tendency to make more extreme dispositional judgments 
about a target when strong dispositional attributions are made on a bipolar 
dimension” (Kashima et al. 2010, p. 310). In other words, entitativity and attitudes 
interact to make people’s positive attitudes even more positive (Susskind et al. 1999) 
and people’s negative attitudes even more negative (Dasgupta, Banaji & Abelson 
1999). 
 
3.6.2 Relevance and application of Attribution Theory within this study 
 
Attribution theory is used to underpin the outcomes of people’s concurrent sponsor 
entitativity perceptions as well as how a specific inferred sponsorship trait (namely 
sponsor sincerity) affects these outcomes. 
 
As people’s entitativity perceptions increase, groups are more likely to be attributed 
‘intentionality’ behind their actions (O’Laughlin & Malle 2002). Simultaneously, 
entitativity is positively associated with a person’s likelihood of attributing 
dispositional inferences to a group’s behaviour (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998). As 
such, the ‘intentionality’ behind an action becomes increasingly attributed to 
dispositional over situational factors (cf. Sherman and Percy (2010)). When this is 
applied to a concurrent sponsorship context, it suggests that people will increasingly 
attribute concurrent sponsors’ behaviours as intentional and dispositional (i.e. due to 
sponsors’ traits) when entitativity perceptions increase. In turn, people’s inferred 
outcomes that occur as a result of concurrent sponsors’ actions are more likely to be 
polarised than when these outcomes are considered to have occurred because of 
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situational factors. If people attribute concurrent sponsors’ actions positively then 
entitativity should lead to even more positive evaluations of their actions (and the 
outcome of those actions). If people attribute concurrent sponsors’ actions negatively 
then entitativity should lead to even more negative evaluations of the actions (and 
the outcome of those actions). 
 
In the sponsorship literature, attribution theory has been used to underpin how 
people react to sponsors’ behaviours (motives) for sponsoring. Specifically, 
attribution theory has been used to explain how “respondents form both positive and 
negative attributions about the corporate motivation for sponsorship” (Dean 2002, p. 
84). People are “likely to understand that for-profit companies exist due to their ability 
to profit from consumer purchases...[however] the sponsor is hoping that consumers 
will react with seamless acceptance of the good deed [that is sponsoring], with 
minimal perception of profit motives resulting from skepticism” (Rifon et al. 2004, p. 
31). 
 
Positive sponsor attributions are associated with sponsee-serving, sincere motives 
(Messner & Reinhard 2012). If people attribute a sponsor with sincerity, they likely 
perceive elements of philanthropy in a sponsorship (cf. Alexandris, Tsaousi and 
James (2007), Messner and Reinhard (2012)). Philanthropic perceptions can stem 
from people’s beliefs that “only those companies who can afford to sponsor actually 
do sponsor” (Meenaghan 2001b, p. 209). In other words, companies that can afford 
to sponsor are perceived to be doing well. Yet despite doing well, these companies 
still decide to direct their resources towards sponsorship even though they do not 
have to (Marshall & Cook 1992). This sponsorship supports a sponsee, which is 
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often dependent upon a sponsor if it is to continue operating, now and in the future 
(Witcher et al. 1991). It is this perceived support for a sponsee which induces people 
to attribute sincerity in a company’s sponsorship (cf. Prendergast, Poon and West 
(2010)). In this sense, sincere sponsorships are somewhat akin to ‘gift giving’ (Rifon 
et al. 2004, Ryan & Fahy 2012). In turn, sincere sponsors can take advantage of 
‘advertising plus’ (McDonald 1991). Here, sponsorship is perceived as less 
commercial than advertising and the goodwill generated by a company deciding to 
sponsor adds an ‘extra bonus’ in people’s minds (Meenaghan 2001a). In turn, this 
can lead to more favourable outcomes for both the sponsor and sponsee (Olson 
2010). 
 
Alternatively, sponsors may be considered sponsor-serving (Messner & Reinhard 
2012). If this is the case, the ‘extra bonus’ that distinguishes sponsorship from 
advertising can be reduced (Speed & Thompson 2000, Quester & Thompson 2001). 
In turn, favourable outcomes for both the sponsor and sponsee can be reduced too 
(Olson 2010). 
 
3.7  Hypotheses 
 
3.7.1 Sponsee equity and purchase intentions towards focal concurrent sponsor 
 
Sponsee equity is a key antecedent to purchase intentions (cf. Lings and Owen 
(2007)). Sponsee equity refers to acts of consumption such as attending the event or 
watching it on a TV screen (Stewart, Smith & Nicholson 2003, Ruth & Simonin 
2006). In general, sponsee followers are thought to act positively towards sponsors 
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(cf. Bergkvist (2012)), which includes purchasing from a sponsee’s sponsor 
(Madrigal 2000).  
 
There are two main reasons why people purchase from a sponsor. Firstly, sponsees 
depend on sponsors for their continuation (Witcher et al. 1991), especially where 
major sporting events are concerned (Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). 
However, and in sharp contrast to advertising contexts, people perceive sponsorship 
as something that brands do not have to engage in (Marshall & Cook 1992). As 
such, people often attribute (Heider 1958) goodwill towards a sponsor (Meenaghan 
2001a). A consequence of this goodwill is reciprocity: the sponsee follower has a 
more favourable attitude towards the sponsor (Olson 2010) or they support the 
sponsor by purchasing from it (e.g. Madrigal (2000)) because the sponsor supported 
the sponsee (Pracejus 2004). 
 
Secondly, a relationship exists outside of a ‘reciprocity’ context between a 
company’s sponsorship and sponsee followers’ purchase intentions towards that 
sponsor. Specifically, people’s attitudes can impact upon behavioural (purchase) 
intentions (cf. Fishbein & Ajzen (1975), Ajzen & Fishbein (1980)). For example, 
increases in sponsee followers’ purchasing intentions can be the result of more 
favourable attitudes towards a sponsoring company simply because sponsee 
followers are exposed to the sponsoring brand. In this situation, people’s attitude 
change is different to their attitude change above which occurred because of their 
perceptions of sponsor support, and ultimately to reciprocity (Cornwell 2014). 
Instead, actions such as sponsorship-linked marketing take place, which increases 
consumers’ likelihood of being exposed to a sponsoring brand (Cornwell 1995). 
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Sponsorship-linked marketing occurs when a sponsor commits extra marketing 
resources to leverage and activate an association with a sponsee (cf. Cornwell, 
Weeks and Roy (2005), Quester and Thompson (2001), Weeks, Cornwell and 
Drennan (2008)). Leveraging or activating a sponsorship is regarded as essential if 
sponsors are to reap any benefit from their sponsorships. In fact, “[s]ponsorship 
without leverage is a logo or brand name briefly displayed” through an impoverished 
media (Cornwell 2008, p. 47), resulting in just the fragments of a brand’s 
communication messages being processed by sponsee consumers (cf. Pham and 
Vanhuele (1997)). As such, sponsors use other marketing communication tools to 
strengthen their signed-for association with a sponsee so that consumers are 
exposed to and therefore become more aware of the sponsoring company’s 
sponsorship. In turn, increased awareness of a sponsorship is positively associated 
with people’s attitude towards that brand, which is itself positively associated with 
people’s intentions to purchase from the sponsor (Biscaia et al. 2013). That said, the 
mere exposure to sponsorship fragments during the performance of a sponsee can 
also lead people to have more favourable attitudes towards a sponsor (cf. Olson & 
Thjømøe 2003). That is, simply being exposed to the sponsor increases liking for 
that sponsor even if people are consciously unaware of the exposure (Zajonc 1968). 
 
Consequently: 
 
H1: Sponsee equity is positively related to intentions to purchase sponsoring brands. 
  
CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 
     
 
PAGE 109 
 
3.7.2 Entitativity and sponsee equity 
 
Although not firmly established in the literature, it appears as though people’s 
evaluations of a sponsored property depend, at least in part, on a property’s ability to 
obtain sponsorship(s) and people’s perceptions of those sponsors. 
 
First, a sponsee’s ability to attract and sign sponsors can lead people to increase 
sponsee equity evaluations. Sponsee equity evaluations are likely to increase 
because a property associated with a sponsor(s) signals to people that that property 
is of high quality (relative to one which does not have any sponsors) as it is worthy of 
corporations’ strategic sponsorship investments (cf. Walker et al. (2011)). 
 
Second, the quality of a property can also be enhanced through sponsors’ 
investment and involvement (cf. Marshall and Cook (1992)). All else being equal, 
people would prefer to consume a higher quality product (in this case the sponsee) 
relative to a lower quality product. In fact, anecdotal evidence suggests consumers 
perceive properties as being “better, more entertaining, more professional and being 
a higher quality product” when sponsors are involved (Marshall & Cook 1992, p. 
158). 
 
Third, a controversial (co)sponsor can reduce people’s evaluations of a sponsee. For 
example Ruth and Simonin (2003) found that when people integrated their attitudes 
of a stigmatised brand (e.g. a tobacco or alcohol company) with another cosponsor 
(Coca Cola), it resulted in less favourable attitudes towards a sponsee than when the 
co-sponsor was a non-stigmatised brand. A real-life example of this would be 
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Newcastle United, which recently signed a controversial shirt sponsorship with a 
payday loan company (Wonga). There was considerable uproar in the city, including 
from the head of the team’s fan club, who stated the deal “tarnishes the club’s name, 
image and reputation” (Crompton 2014, p. 432). In turn, less favourable attitudes can 
result in lower behavioural intentions (i.e. intentions to consume the sponsee) (cf. 
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)). 
 
Fourth, evidence suggests that when a sponsee is successful, it is more likely to be 
associated with major sponsoring corporations (as opposed to smaller sized 
companies) (cf. Wakefield and Bennett (2010)). Presumably this is due to 
corporations’ use of modern-day sponsorships being generally regarded by people 
as strategic and commercially-orientated (even if some sponsor sincerity is present) 
(Ryan & Fahy 2012, Messner & Reinhard 2012). Consequently, high-profile 
corporations are considered the most likely to, and more importantly, as having the 
ability to, sponsor ‘big properties’ which can themselves demand more sponsorship 
investment (cf. Mack (1999)). As such, a property associated with ‘big sponsors’ is 
likely to be perceived as having greater value to the sponsoring brands, which in turn 
should lead people to infer higher value (quality) in the property as well (Walker et al. 
2011). All other things being equal, people are more likely to consume a higher 
quality property than one with a lower quality. 
 
All that being said, whilst sponsorships appear to enhance sponsee equity, little is 
understood about the effects that collectives of sponsors (i.e. concurrent sponsors) 
have on sponsee equity (cf. Olson (2010), Groza, Cobbs and Schaefers (2012)). 
However, social psychology literature informs us that collectives are characterised by 
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the degree to which people perceive them as single entities versus loose 
associations of separate entities (i.e. entitativity) (Hamilton, Sherman & Castelli 
2002, Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002). In turn, concurrent sponsors can be 
characterised by people’s entitativity perceptions of them. Specifically, it is 
suggested here that people’s entitativity perceptions of a sponsee’s concurrent 
sponsors will be related to sponsee equity. This is expected for three reasons. 
 
First, people’s entitativity perceptions of a collective are associated with their 
perceptions that that collective has a collective responsibility towards an act (Lickel, 
Schmader & Hamilton 2003). Collective responsibility explains why people are held 
responsible for the (usually negative) actions of others (e.g. Lickel et al. (2003)). 
People’s perceptions of collective responsibility originate from their perceptions that 
entities have a social influence over one another. This perceived social influence 
stems from people’s perceptions that entities are interdependent (Denson et al. 
2006). The social influence group members have over one another exists in people’s 
minds because, relative to socially-disassociated entities, socially-associated entities 
are perceived to be interdependent, meaning each respective entity within that social 
association is perceived to need the help of other members if it is to achieve its own 
respective individual goals (Turner 1982, Johnson et al. 2006). Social associations 
can occur for a variety of reasons including if entities are in close proximity to each 
other and if there are opportunities for contact between the entities (cf. Homans 
(1958) and Blau (1977)). Social association perceptions themselves stem from 
people’s perception that the entities are part of a ‘group’, i.e. they have high 
entitativity (cf. Denson et al. (2006)). Thus, perceived entitativity is associated with 
perceived interdependence (Lickel et al. 2000) and subsequent perceived social 
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influence that members have over a particular member’s actions (Lickel, Schmader 
& Hamilton 2003). Consequently, when perceived entitativity is high, any (negative) 
act carried out by a specific individual can result in others who share a social 
association with that individual being held indirectly responsible for that act as well. 
This is because the other people are perceived either not to have used their social 
influence to ensure the act did not occur when they could have done (known as 
responsibility by omission) or have used their social influence to encourage the act 
or facilitate the act occurring in the first place (known as responsibility by 
commission) (Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003)). 
 
Collective responsibility perceptions are also associated with the type of social group 
people perceive: intimacy groups are perceived to have more collective responsibility 
than task groups do, which in turn have more collective responsibility than social 
categories do, which in turn have more collective responsibility than loose 
associations do (Denson et al. 2006). If concurrent sponsors are perceived to be like 
any of these social groups, it is most likely they will be perceived as a task group. 
Task groups are “small in size, of relatively short duration, are relatively permeable 
(ease of joining or leaving the group), and their members share common goals” 
(Hamilton et al. 2009, p. 181). Furthermore, they “often hierarchically structured, with 
a clear leader and differentiation of roles among members” (Spencer-Rodgers, 
Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, p. 370) and can (be perceived as) highly 
interdependent and interactive, irrespective of whether group members are “very 
dissimilar in many respects (e.g., specific skills, gender, race or ethnicity, age, 
personality, appearance)” (Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, p. 371). 
Meanwhile, a major sporting event’s concurrent sponsors are a subset of the many 
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(sponsoring) brands in the world, which come together to put the sporting event on 
(i.e. the sponsorship group is relatively small in size and exists for a short duration). 
Sponsors also sign contracts with a property’s rights holder for the right to associate 
themselves with the event. Often, these contracts have exclusivity clauses in them 
(Fortunato & Richards 2007), which means that sponsors and a property’s rights 
holder have contractually agreed to block out sponsors’ direct rivals from sponsors’ 
respective day-to-day businesses. For example, if Adidas signs a product exclusivity 
clause with an event’s rights holder, the rights holder cannot sign another 
sponsorship agreement with companies such as Nike or Asics. This leads to 
sponsors usually coming from heterogeneous product categories (i.e. are very 
dissimilar in many respects), and if official providers in particular, can also having 
distinct, differentiated roles within the event’s running (i.e. role differentiation). 
Contracts are also usually up for renewal every three to five years (Farrelly & 
Quester 2003). Therefore, if a sponsor does not renew its contract the event’s rights 
holder is free to sign a contract agreement with a sponsor from that same product 
category as the original sponsor that didn’t renew the sponsorship contract (i.e. 
relatively permeable). Sponsorship deals can also be tiered. That is, top-, medium- 
and lower-tier sponsorship deals are available for sponsors to choose from 
(Wakefield, Becker-Olsen & Cornwell 2007) (i.e. sponsorships can be hierarchical in 
nature). Finally, mutual interdependence between concurrent sponsors and the 
event’s rights holder exists (Erickson & Kushner 1999, Fahy, Farrelly & Quester 
2004, Ryan & Fahy 2012). Hence, if concurrent sponsors are perceived as akin to a 
task group, they are likely to be perceived as having collective responsibility. 
 
CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 
     
 
PAGE 114 
 
The literature suggests that concurrent sponsors are already considered to have 
responsibility towards a sponsee (Messner & Reinhard 2012). For example, 
sponsors may be responsible for “ensuring that the level of competition [at a 
sponsee] is intense and that the performance of the competitors is optimal” (O’Neill, 
Getz & Carlsen 1999, p. 158) or for ensuring that the sponsee can run in the first 
place (Witcher et al. 1991). Importantly though, concurrent sponsors do not own the 
rights to the sponsee. Instead, this falls to the sponsee’s rights holder as owner of 
the sponsee (cf. O’Neill, Getz and Carlsen (1999), Amis, Slack and Berrett (1999)). 
In fact, Amis, Slack and Berrett (1999, p. 255) specifically argue that sponsorship is 
located “in the firm’s external environment…[and so] is not a resource over which the 
company has total control.” Consequently, as sponsors do not own the rights to the 
sponsee, they cannot have a direct responsibility towards it. 
 
That said, sponsors should be perceived to be indirectly responsible for a sponsee. 
This is because the concurrent sponsors share a social association with the sponsee 
in addition to each other (cf. Garry, Broderick and Lahiffe (2008)). These social 
associations can occur for a number of reasons. For example, people may perceive 
social associations between concurrent sponsors and sponsees when the former 
choose to become ‘official providers’ (provide ‘in-kind assistance’ to the sponsee’s 
rights holder) (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). Specifically, social associations between 
concurrent sponsors and the sponsee occur when people see the sponsors’ 
products or services integrated into the running of that sponsee (for example, when a 
clock timing company is used to record and display the winning time during a 100m 
race, or when a cyclist uses a particular helmet whilst competing in an event). 
Alternatively, social-associations can be perceived because many sponsors “connect 
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with an event in order to transfer the values of the event and the feelings of the 
audience towards it to their own brand…and to hence improve their [a sponsor’s] 
image and build brand equity” (Gijsenberg 2014a, p. 31). Sponsor’s image-transfer 
and image-improvement objectives are associated with financial-assistance 
sponsorships (when they are ‘official financers’) (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). In 
return, these sponsors receive a number of sponsorship-linked marketing (Cornwell 
1995) opportunities to leverage their association with a sponsee, including, for 
example, “a visual presence with the name/logo on the location of the event, being 
recognized as an official partner of the event, or naming the event after the sponsor” 
(Carrillat & D’Astous 2012, p. 564).  
 
The perceived social associations between concurrent sponsors and a sponsee 
should lead people to infer that the respective parties have a social influence over 
each other. This is because modern-day concurrent sport sponsorships involve 
mutual interdependence between concurrent sponsors and the sponsee (cf. Erickson 
and Kushner (1999), Fahy, Farrelly and Quester (2004), Ryan and Fahy (2012)). For 
example, sponsors are dependent upon a sponsee if they wish to connect with the 
sponsee’s audience (e.g. Bal, Quester and Plewa (2009)), whilst, sponsees are 
dependent upon sponsors if they are to be staged in the first place (Witcher et al. 
1991, Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). Of particular interest in this study is 
people’s perception of the influence concurrent sponsors have over a sponsee’s 
staging and running, as observed through the entitativity-sponsee equity chain 
(underpinned by interdependence and social influence perceptions). 
 
More specifically, when concurrent sponsors are perceived as entitative they are 
also perceived as being collectively responsible for the sponsee and its successful 
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running. In turn, people should have greater confidence that the sponsee operates in 
an increasingly professional manner, as sponsored properties are perceived as more 
professional when sponsors are involved (cf. Marshall and Cook (1992)). A sponsee 
run more professionally is more likely to be followed by consumers than a sponsee 
which is run less professionally. Consequently, concurrent sponsor entitativity 
perceptions should be positively associated with sponsee equity. 
 
Second, Sherman, Hamilton and Lewis (1999, p. 100) suggest that perceived 
entitativity within a group leads people to perceive that group as having ‘potency’, 
“where potency implies the capacity to do either good or bad things… [which] 
enables a group to be ready and able to act collectively and thus to be impactful”. 
Thus, within a sponsorship context, increased levels of concurrent sponsors’ 
entitativity perceptions should lead people to believe that the concurrent sponsors 
have more ‘potential’ to pressure a sponsee’s rights holders to run the sponsee in a 
specific way. Given sponsors’ strategic investments in sponsorship, sponsors are 
highly unlikely to want to associate themselves with a badly-run sponsee, and so 
increased entitativity perceptions should result in concurrent sponsors being 
perceived as having a greater potency to be impactful, thus ensuring greater 
sponsee success. Here success is related to enhanced sponsee performance. 
Ultimately, a better performing sponsee should result (e.g. a better run event or 
faster athlete), which will be of more interest to consumers than a poorly performing 
sponsee. As such, entitativity is likely to be associated with sponsee equity.  
 
Third, a positive entitativity-sponsee equity relationship may exist because entitativity 
perceptions are linked to people’s increased likelihoods of ‘going beyond’ the 
information presented to them at the time of processing (Bruner 1957, Smith, Faro & 
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Burson 2013). One way in which people ‘go beyond’ the information presented to 
them is when they perceive a dynamic group (i.e. an intimacy group or a task group 
(cf. Rutchick, Hamilton and Sack (2008)) to have ‘more’ of something than the 
aggregrate of its constituent parts (Wilder & Simon 1998).  
 
When this is related to concurrent sponsorship contexts, it may be that people also 
‘go beyond’ the information presented to them when they perceive the concurrent 
sponsors as entitative. Specifically, people may perceive concurrent sponsors to 
have ‘more’ of something than the aggregate of its constituent parts when the 
sponsorship group is entitative because, as indicated above, a sponsorship group is 
likely to be perceived as a task group (cf. Rutchick, Hamilton and Sack (2008), 
Sherman and Percy (2010)) and task groups, being dynamic groups, are perceived 
to have ‘more’ than the aggregate of their parts (Wilder & Simon 1998). For example, 
official providers may be perceived as giving more than just their products or 
services to a sponsee, and instead offer their own expertise and capabilities to help 
run and coordinate a sponsee in a more professional manner. In turn people may 
perceive the sponsee as more entertaining and of a higher quality (cf. Marshall and 
Cook (1992)). Meanwhile, for entitative official financers it may be that people infer a 
greater amount of sponsorship money has been given to the sponsee compared to 
the aggregate of the sponsorship group’s constituent parts (i.e. the individual 
sponsors themselves). The perceived ‘extra’ money that a sponsee receives can 
make the sponsee a better spectacle for consumers who are, in turn, more likely to 
consume it (Marshall & Cook, 1992). Therefore: 
 
H2. Entitativity of concurrent sponsors is positively related to sponsee equity. 
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3.7.3 Entitativity and purchase intentions 
 
Highly entitative groups induce people to make dispositional inferences about a 
group and its members as opposed to considering situational factors that may play a 
part in the outcome (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998). This means that people are 
more likely to attribute internal causes to an entitative group’s behaviours and beliefs 
(cf. Lopes, Vala and Garcia-Marques (2007)). In turn, more polarised effects should 
be observed when attributions are inferred as being dispositional over being 
situational (Susskind et al. 1999, Dasgupta, Banaji & Abelson 1999, Kashima et al. 
2010). Applying this to a concurrent sponsorship context, it suggests that people 
attribute concurrent sponsors’ actions as being deliberate and coming from ‘within’ 
(i.e. from inside themselves) the more the sponsors are perceived as entitative. In 
turn, people’s perceived outcomes of concurrent sponsors’ inferred behaviours and 
beliefs should be more extreme (either positive or negative) when concurrent 
sponsors are entitative. 
 
All else being equal, sponsorship is a good thing that companies do (McDonald 
1991), and is generally received positively by people (Simmons & Becker-Olsen 
2006). One reason why it is received positively is because sponsorship is a less 
selfish, forceful, and overt form of persuasive communication than advertising is 
(Meenaghan 2001a), even when people perceive companies’ use of sponsorship as 
being commercially (i.e. sales) orientated (Messner & Reinhard 2012). Essentially, 
people likely understand that sponsors are for-profit companies (cf. Rifon et al. 
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(2004)) and are, on the whole, more than comfortable with commercial motives being 
behind companies’ sponsorships (Messner & Reinhard 2012, Meenaghan 2001a). 
 
People also receive sponsorship positively because sponsees benefit from 
sponsorship (Prendergast, Poon & West 2010), including being put on in the first 
place (Witcher et al. 1991, Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). Companies do not 
have to sponsor in the eyes of consumers (Marshall & Cook 1992) and “only those 
companies who can afford to sponsor” are perceived to do so (Meenaghan 2001b, p. 
209). 
 
Therefore it stands to reason that, as sponsoring is inherently perceived as a good 
thing to do, then the outcomes of entitative concurrent sponsors’ perceived 
behaviours and beliefs are, relative to inentitative sponsors, going to be received 
more positively by people due to sponsors’ actions being perceived as the result of 
dispositional motives. If the outcomes of concurrent sponsors’ behaviours and beliefs 
are received more positively by people, they are likely to increase their purchasing 
intentions towards the sponsors. As such: 
 
H3: Entitativity is positively related to intentions to purchase sponsoring brands. 
 
3.7.4 The moderating effect of sincerity 
 
As outlined above, sponsors’ involvement with a sponsee is embraced by sponsee 
followers but there is an “unspoken understanding” which exists between them 
around the need to balance sponsors’ involvement with a sponsee on the one hand 
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and the need to uphold the sanctity and integrity of that sponsee on the other 
(Meenaghan 2001a, p. 109). Therefore, generally speaking, concurrent sponsors are 
cautious of doing anything which may damage the sponsee’s sanctity and integrity in 
the eyes of sponsee consumers because it they did, it leaves them open to 
operational risk. This is the risk sponsors incur when, for example, they insist on 
“changing the rules or format of an event which may offend traditionalists whose 
deep passion and emotional identification with the sport or team makes them prime 
targets for sponsors [in the first place]; or from sponsors exercising undue influence 
on an event’s content, location, timing or participants” (Crompton 2014, p. 439). 
Consumers’ attitudes towards sponsees and sponsors in such cases are less 
favourable. 
 
Whilst companies are unlikely to jeopardise any potential benefits they seek from 
their respective sponsorships by disrespecting the sanctity/integrity of the sponsee, 
the sponsorship literature suggests that both sponsee and sponsors benefit more 
when sponsors are sincere (i.e. have sponsee-serving motives) than when they are 
insincere (i.e. have sponsor-serving motives). Specifically, and as indicated in 
Chapter 2, sponsor sincerity has been found to be positively associated with both 
sponsee equity and sponsor equity, albeit with the relationship between sincerity and 
sponsee equity being much stronger (Olson 2010). Consequently, people’s 
evaluations of sponsees (and to some extent sponsors) rest upon whether sponsors 
are attributed sincerity in their respective sponsorships. 
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3.7.4.1 The effect of sincerity on the entitativity-purchase intentions   
  relationship 
 
As outlined above, the literature suggests that sponsor sincerity is positively 
associated to both sponsee and sponsor equity (Olson 2010). That said, sponsor 
sincerity can be situational or dispositional. For example, people may attribute a 
company as being sincere in a specific situation (i.e. the sponsorship) but insincere 
in its day-to-day operations. Sponsors are usually mature brands (McDaniel 1999) 
and only those who can afford to sponsor are perceived as doing so (Meenaghan 
2001b). Hence, people are likely to be aware of how a sponsoring brand operates 
outside of a sponsorship context. If the sponsor’s sincerity is seen as situational it is 
likely to be considered less favourably than it would be if it was considered 
dispositional. Support for this can be seen in social psychology. For example, when 
a person undertakes a helpful act it is received more positively when it is considered 
dispositional rather than situational (e.g. external pressure) (cf. Kelley (1972), Regan 
(1978)).  
 
In turn, it is expected that people’s sincerity attributions towards a focal sponsor will 
interact with their entitativity perceptions to affect people’s purchase intentions. This 
is because entitativity is associated with dispositional (relative to situational) 
inferences (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004). Meanwhile 
entitative dispositions are linked to polarisation effects such that positive evaluations 
become even more positive and negative evaluations become even more negative 
(Susskind et al. 1999, Dasgupta, Banaji & Abelson 1999, Kashima et al. 2010). As 
sponsor sincerity is positively associated with sponsor equity (including purchase 
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intentions) (Olson 2010), the interaction between entitativity and sincerity will likely 
result in more positive evaluations of the sponsor when both are high. 
 
Sincerity is also expected to strengthen the entitativity-purchase intentions 
relationship because sponsor sincerity lowers people’s defence mechanisms 
towards companies’ persuasion techniques (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). People 
develop persuasion knowledge to cope with companies’ persuasion attempts 
(Friestad & Wright 1994). However, sponsorship is perceived to be ‘less commercial’ 
than advertising (Olson 2010) and as such, persuasion techniques within 
sponsorship contexts are considered less obtrusive (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012) and 
overtly commercial (Meenaghan 2001b). In turn, people’s persuasion knowledge is 
less likely to be activated in sponsorship settings, which allow sponsors greater 
opportunities to persuade people to purchase from them (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
In sum, if people attribute sincerity to a focal concurrent sponsor they are 
increasingly likely to be persuaded in a sponsorship context because their 
persuasion-defence mechanisms are down. 
 
Meanwhile, entitativity perceptions lead people to attribute ‘intentionality’ behind a 
group’s actions (O’Laughlin & Malle 2002), as well as make inferences about the 
group’s traits, motivations and raisons d'être (cf. Yzerbyt, Rogier and Fiske (1998), 
Brewer, Hong and Li (2004), Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a)). A 
sponsor’s ‘intentionality’ may be sponsor-serving or sponsee serving. Specifically, 
“[a]ttribution theory would posit that consumers cognitively infer a motive for the 
sponsorship behaviour; an altruistic, or socially responsible, motive attribution could 
provide the foundation for sponsor credibility [akin to sponsor sincerity in the 
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sponsorship literature (cf. Olson (2010))] and subsequent positive attitude toward the 
sponsor. Conversely, consumers might attribute a more exploitive motive to the 
sponsor, which would create a less desirable sponsor image” (Rifon et al. 2004, p. 
29).  
 
In turn, when entitativity is high and sponsor sincerity is high, people’s persuasion 
knowledge is less likely to be activated because people will attribute sponsors’ 
intentionality as being akin to ‘gift giving’ (Rifon et al. 2004, Ryan & Fahy 2012). This 
gives a sponsor a greater chance of persuading people to purchase from them. 
However when entitativity is high and sponsor sincerity is low, people’s persuasion 
knowledge is more likely to be activated, resulting in concurrent sponsors having 
less chance of persuading people to purchase from them. Consequently: 
 
 
H4a: The relationship between entitativity and purchase intentions depends on 
sincerity. When sincerity is low, the relationship is weaker. As sincerity increases 
the relationship becomes stronger. 
 
3.7.4.2 The effect of sincerity on the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship 
 
Within concurrent sponsorship settings, it is expected that people’s entitativity and 
sincerity perceptions interact in such a way that it positively affects sponsee equity. 
This is expected for three reasons. 
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First, it is posited that sponsee equity is enhanced when at least one concurrent 
(focal) sponsor is perceived as being sincere relative to a situation where all 
concurrent sponsors are insincere. Social psychology informs us that group 
members’ traits are encoded at the ‘group level’ before this information is 
disseminated to all members within that group when entitativity is present (Crawford, 
Sherman & Hamilton 2002). A similar result has also been shown in a concurrent 
sponsorship context (namely Carrillat (2005), Carrillat, Solomon, and D’Astous 
(2015)). Consequently, a (focal) sponsor’s ‘sincerity’ trait can be passed onto the 
other sponsors in the group and in return the focal sponsor may receive the other 
sponsors’ (in)sincerity traits. Hence all concurrent sponsors are perceived as having 
a similar level of sincerity associated with them when the concurrent sponsorship 
group is perceived as entitative. Whilst this may result in the focal sponsor being 
attributed less sincerity than before (because the other sponsors were considered to 
be insincere), it will also result in the other concurrent sponsors’ being attributed 
more sincerity than before. As such, people should perceive all concurrent sponsors 
as having some level of sponsee-serving motive for their sponsorship, relative to a 
situation where all concurrent sponsors are insincere. In turn, this should result in 
people having greater faith that the “unspoken understanding” between sponsors 
and sponsee followers is still intact, and as such, sponsee equity evaluations should 
increase. 
 
Second, highly entitative groups result in members of that group being perceived as 
a single entity (cf. Campbell (1958)). When this occurs within the context of 
concurrent sponsorships, it is akin to examining the relationship between one 
sponsor and one sponsee because the concurrent sponsors are now perceived as 
being one single sponsor. When concurrent sponsors are perceived as a single 
CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 
     
 
PAGE 125 
 
sponsor, literature on one sponsor-one sponsee literature can be examined. That 
said, there is a dearth of literature examining the impact of sponsorship on a 
sponsee (Olson 2010). However, Ruth and Simonin (2006) found that when only one 
sponsor was present, people were more likely to follow the sponsee if that sponsor 
was attributed altruistic motives towards the sponsee than if the sponsor was 
attributed sales-orientated motives. Altruistic motives are synonymous with sponsor 
sincerity (Dean 2002) whilst sales-orientated motives are synonymous with sponsor 
insincerity (sponsor-serving) motives (Messner & Reinhard 2012).  
 
Thirdly, Olson’s (2010) study indicates that sponsor sincerity is more strongly 
associated with sponsee equity than it is with sponsor equity. This suggests that 
people’s concerns about sponsors’ ‘intentionality’ towards sponsees revolve around 
sponsees’ integrities/sanctities being upheld, and that they are more confident this 
occurs when sponsors are sincere.  
 
In turn, and following the argument above, sponsor sincerity in entitative concurrent 
sponsorship settings likely means that people attribute the sincerity to disposition, 
which is received more positively than sincerity resulting from situational factors 
(Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004). Hence, when entitativity is 
high and sincerity is high, the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship is strengthened. 
Thus: 
 
H4b:  The relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity depends on sincerity. 
When sincerity is low, the relationship is weaker. As sincerity increases the 
relationship becomes stronger. 
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3.7.5 The moderating effect of attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 
 
 
3.7.5.1 Entitativity and attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 
 
A person’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship ranges from negative to 
positive (Bennett, Cunningham & Dees 2006), and is associated with both sponsor 
equity (including purchase intentions) and sponsee equity, albeit with the relationship 
between attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship and sponsor equity being much 
stronger (Olson, 2010). These relationships, explained through Information 
Integration Theory, occur because the directions of the valence of a person’s attitude 
toward the sponsee and toward the concurrent sponsors are affected by their 
attitude towards the sponsorship itself (Simonin & Ruth 1998, Simmons & Becker-
Olsen 2006).  
 
It is expected that people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship will interact 
with people’s entitativity evaluations such that the allied brands’ (i.e. the sponsee 
and the concurrent sponsors) evaluations themselves are affected. More specifically, 
the spill-over from people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship to the allied 
brands is expected to be facilitated when both entitativity and attitude towards the 
sponsee sponsorship are high. This is expected for two main reasons. 
 
First, people are increasingly likely to make ‘on-line’ judgments when they perceive 
entitative groups versus relying upon their memory-based judgments (Crawford, 
Sherman & Hamilton 2002). The increasing use of on-line judgments results in 
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consumers utilising more information presented to them, or inferred by them, at the 
time of processing that information (McConnell, Sherman & Hamilton 1997). 
Consequently, within an entitative brand alliance setting, it is likely that people’s ‘on 
the spot’ evaluations of an alliance will spill over to their ‘on the spot’ evaluations of 
the allied brands. For concurrent sponsorship contexts, this should mean that any 
spontaneous evaluations made about the sponsee sponsorship should spill over to 
spontaneous evaluations about the allied brands (the sponsee and the concurrent 
sponsors). If people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship are positive, 
people’s ‘on-line’ judgments of the allied brands should be positive. Conversely, if 
people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship are negative, people’s ‘on-line’ 
judgments of the allied brands should be negative. 
 
Second, people make increasingly dispositional attributions when entitativity 
perceptions are high (Yzerbyt, Rogier & Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004). This 
leads to polarisation whereby positive evaluations become more positive and 
negative evaluations become more negative (Susskind et al. 1999, Dasgupta, Banaji 
& Abelson 1999, Kashima et al. 2010). Consequently, positive (negative) evaluations 
of the sponsee sponsorship should lead to even more positive (negative) evaluations 
of the allied brands (concurrent sponsors and sponsee) in entitative sponsorship 
contexts. 
 
H5a.  The relationship between entitativity and purchase intentions depends on 
people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship. When attitude towards the 
sponsorship is poor, the relationship is negative. As attitude towards the sponsorship 
becomes positive, the relationship becomes positive. 
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3.7.5.2 The effect of attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship on the  
  entitativity-sponsee equity relationship 
 
A person’s attitude towards a sponsee sponsorship is specifically likely to impact 
upon the entitativity-sponsee equity (purchase intentions) relationship for one more 
reason. 
 
Within a concurrent sponsorship context, people can perceive an entitative group of 
sponsors as possessing the potency to influence how a sponsee is run. People may 
perceive this sponsorship positively or negatively. For example, people may perceive 
the sponsee as being in the ‘professional’ hands of sponsors and in turn believe the 
sponsee will be (even) more entertaining, professional, and of higher quality (cf. 
Marshall & Cook (1992). As a result, sponsee equity should increase because 
people are more confident of the sponsee’s quality. Alternatively, people may 
perceive the sponsorship group’s increased potency negatively (Abelson et al. 1998, 
Lickel, Schmader & Hamilton 2003). For example, people may not like to think about 
a sports property as being a brand, “sullied by commercialism” (Abosag, Roper & 
Hind 2012, p. 1234). People’s sponsorship attitudes are fragile and they can become 
wary of sponsors’ potential (over-)commercialisation of a sponsee (Lee, Sandler & 
Shani 1997, Abosag, Roper & Hind 2012, McDaniel & Chalip 2002). As a result, 
sponsee equity should decrease (relative to when people’s attitude towards the 
sponsee sponsorship is high) because people are less confident that the sponsee’s 
sanctity and integrity are being upheld (Meenaghan 2001a, Crompton 2014). Thus: 
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H5b.  The relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity depends on people’s 
attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship. When attitude towards the sponsorship 
is poor, the relationship is negative. As attitude towards the sponsorship becomes 
positive, the relationship becomes positive. 
 
The hypotheses are depicted in the conceptual framework presented in Figure 1 
below. 
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework 
 
 
3.8  Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, this chapter outlines the theories used to underpin this study, namely 
Information Integration Theory, the Theory of Reasoned Action, and Attribution 
Theory. The study’s hypotheses are also development. In general, it is hypothesised 
that concurrent sponsors’ entitativity perceptions drive people’s purchase intentions 
towards sponsors as well as increase their behavioural intentions towards sponsees. 
It is also hypothesised that both of these relationships are affected by people’s 
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attributions of sponsor sincerity and their attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship. 
The next chapter outlines the research design and specifically how the hypotheses 
will be tested. 
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Chapter Four: METHODOLOGY 
 
4.1  Introduction 
 
Having developed the hypotheses postulating relationships between perceived 
entitativity of concurrent sponsors and purchase intentions (with sponsee equity as a 
mediator, and moderating influences), the next step is to explain how the conceptual 
model is tested. In this chapter, research designs are presented, including the need 
to use a factorial survey design, and this is followed by an explanation of the 
methods used to collect primary data for this study. Descriptions of the vignette and 
questionnaire development stages are then described, including the measures used 
to capture the variables of interest. In this section, a rationale is also presented for 
why entitativity is measured as opposed to manipulated. Validity and sampling 
techniques available are then discussed before the pretesting stage is described. 
The chapter concludes with a discussion of the main data collection exercise. 
 
4.2  Research design 
 
A research design is the “plan for a study, used as a guide in collecting and 
analyzing data” (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, p. 74). It is the framework by which 
researchers go about answering their research question(s) (Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill 2012). In marketing, a research design is the “blueprint for conducting the 
marketing research project. It specifies the details of the procedures necessary for 
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obtaining the information needed to structure or solve marketing research problems” 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 734). 
 
When considering a research design, one of the first things to formulate is the type of 
research that will be conducted. Research designs can be classified into two broad 
categories: exploratory and conclusive research (Malhotra 2009). These will now be 
explained in more detail. 
 
4.2.1 Exploratory research design 
 
In marketing, an exploratory research design is concerned with gaining ideas, insight 
into, and understanding of why marketing phenomena occurs (Malhotra & Birks 
2006, Malhotra 2009). This type of research is usually associated with the early 
stages of inquiry, where the study of a specific phenomenon is at an embryonic 
stage, or where researchers are trying to establish the most likely explanation(s) for 
the phenomenon when confronted with a number of competing explanations 
(Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, Malhotra & Birks 2006). Consequently, exploratory 
research is necessarily flexible and adaptable to change so that researchers can 
deal with any new knowledge which is generated. Indeed, researchers undertaking 
exploratory research must be willing to change their direction as a result of new data 
that appears or new insights that occur to them when the data is collected 
(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2012). For this reason, exploratory research is closely 
linked to qualitative primary data collection methods and analyses because collecting 
this type of data is generally less structured than collecting and analysing 
quantitative data (Malhotra 2009). The research methods often exploited whilst 
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conducting exploratory research include literature searches, analysis of specific 
cases and focus group interviews (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill 2012). 
 
In the context of this study, exploratory research is not altogether warranted for a 
number of reasons. First, the literature review (Chapter 2) shows that sponsorship 
has a rich tradition of enquiry (albeit in dyadic sponsorship settings). Existing 
knowledge in this area has evolved since the 1970s, so while research gaps do exist 
(as identified in Chapter 1) they are embedded in an advanced stage of sponsorship 
research. Second, while very few scholars (with the notable exception of Carrillat 
and colleagues) have examined entitativity within a commercial setting, entitativity 
itself is an established construct within social psychology. Third, knowledge can be 
generated from combining two relatively mature fields of study (sponsorship and 
entitativity) and underpinning this combination by core theories to develop new 
hypotheses. To summarise, the various fields of study reviewed in Chapter 2 provide 
the building blocks necessary for more conclusive research (Malhotra 2009).  
 
4.2.2 Conclusive research design 
 
This study will follow a conclusive research design. In marketing, a conclusive 
research design “is based on the assumption that the researcher has an accurate 
understanding of the [marketing] problem at hand” (Malhotra 2009, p. 97). In other 
words, conclusive research in marketing is “characterised by the measurement of 
clearly defined marketing phenomena” which are used “to test specific hypotheses 
and examine specific relationships” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, pp. 63-65). To test 
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specific hypotheses a rigid conclusive research design is usually used (Churchill & 
Iacobucci 2005, Malhotra & Birks 2006). A rigid conclusive research design 
(compared to an exploratory research design) often involves a formalised, 
standardised, and structured design so that the data obtained is “internally consistent 
and can be analysed in a uniform and coherent manner” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 
326). 
 
4.2.2.1 Causal and descriptive research 
 
Conclusive research can be further broken down into causal research and 
descriptive research. According to Field and Hole (2003, p. 3), there are at least four 
similarities between causal research and descriptive research: 
 
Empirical: both methods attempt to gather evidence through observation and 
measurement that can be replicated by others 
Measurement: both methods attempt to measure whatever it is being studied 
Replicability: both methods seek to ensure that results can be replicated by other 
researchers 
Objectivity: both methods seek to answer the research question in an objective way 
 
The major difference between the two types of research designs is concerned with 
the manipulation of a study’s variables (a variable is simply “something that varies” 
(Field & Hole 2003, p. 5). Causal research involves manipulation whereas 
descriptive research does not. These two types of research will now be discussed in 
more detail. 
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4.2.2.2 Experimentation 
  
Causal research is “concerned with determining cause-and-effect relationships, and 
these are [usually] studied via experiments” (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, p. 74). 
Experiments involve the manipulation of a particular environment’s aspect so that a 
researcher can observe the effects (Field & Hole 2003). Experiments are highly 
regarded by many researchers because of their ability to uphold internal validity. 
Having high internal validity allows researchers to rule out alternative explanations 
for the hypothesised causal effects (Lee & Lings 2008). In other words, an 
experiment with high internal validity gives a researcher confidence that the 
outcomes of his or her study are due to the different treatments (manipulations) that 
each subject has received. Experimentation involves the use of control groups. A 
control group includes subjects which are thought to have the same characteristics 
as those subjects in the treatment group(s) but are not manipulated in any way. Any 
significant differences found between the treatment group(s) and a control group can 
therefore be attributed to the specific treatment(s) as opposed to other (unmeasured) 
factors. 
 
That said, it has been argued that it is very difficult, if at all possible, for experiments 
to have complete internal validity, and thus ‘prove’ that a cause-and-effect 
relationship exists (Lee & Lings 2008) as it is very difficult to rule out all extraneous 
factors (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Extraneous factors are ‘other’ factors outside of 
the factors under investigation, which may also influence a study’s outcomes 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006). It is almost impossible for social researchers to know which 
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extraneous factors have a bearing on a study’s cause-and-effect relationships. This 
is because the social research theories used to underpin researchers’ studies “tend 
to have many different variables, all linked in a complex network of variables and 
interactions. Such models are difficult to test experimentally” (Lee & Lings 2008, pp. 
196-197). Even if all extraneous factors could be controlled for, “researchers’ 
interpretations of their [experimental] results are influenced by their expectations of 
what they hope to discover” (Field & Hole 2003, p. 3) and so it is still open to debate 
as to whether a cause-and-effect relationship has indeed been established. 
 
Another criticism of experimentation is its lack of external validity. External validity is 
concerned with the extent to which a study’s results are generalisable to other 
contexts (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Experiments are often conducted in laboratory 
settings (to uphold internal validity) but these “settings, by their very nature, are 
unlikely to be related to the real world” (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2012, p. 176). 
Consequently, the findings from (laboratory) experiments are often considered 
unrealistic to how the world actually operates and thus provide limited understanding 
of ‘real world’ contexts. 
 
Some of the criticism directed towards laboratory experiments can be overcome 
using field-based experiments. These are experiments conducted in realistic or 
natural situations (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005), which thus reduces the ‘artificial’ 
situation originating from a laboratory experiment. However, the use of field-based 
experimentation means the researcher has less control over the study and therefore 
finds it more difficult to isolate effects that occur during the study (Malhotra & Birks 
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2006). Consequently, this reduces a researcher’s confidence that cause-and-effect 
relationships have been established. 
 
4.2.2.3 Longitudinal research 
  
Longitudinal research involves studying the same elements of a sample of the 
population over a prolonged period of time so that researchers can track any 
changes (or otherwise) that have occurred over this time period (Churchill & 
Iacobucci 2005). Studies using longitudinal research designs “allow insight into the 
temporal order of variables, allowing stronger causal inferences to be made” (Lee & 
Lings 2008, p. 199). Such designs are therefore also considered to be concerned 
with establishing causal relationships (Lewis-Beck, Bryman & Liao 2004). One of the 
benefits of using a longitudinal study over (laboratory) experimentation is that 
external validity is more easily maintained. That said, “longitudinal studies raise 
several potential problems, such as confounds due to intervening events and a 
reduction in sample size due to respondent attrition” (Rindfleisch et al. 2008, p. 262). 
Furthermore, they are generally considered expensive, time-consuming and difficult 
to undertake, and there is little information about how best to undertake them (Lee & 
Lings 2008). Budgetary and time constraints in particular mean that a longitudinal 
study is not possible for this study. 
 
4.2.2.4 Descriptive research 
  
Descriptive research is “concerned with determining the frequency with which 
something occurs or the relationship between two variables… [and] is typically 
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guided by an initial hypothesis”, underpinned by theory (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, 
p. 74). The underpinning of theory makes this type of research pre-planned and 
structured (Malhotra & Birks 2006).  
 
Descriptive research is associated with cross-sectional studies (Churchill & Iacobucci 
2005). These are studies where data is collected at a single point in time (Saunders, 
Lewis & Thornhill 2012), which distinguishes these types of studies from longitudinal 
studies (cf. Lewis-Beck, Bryman and Liao (2004)). Cross-sectional designs are 
common in social research because they provide an opportunity to collect data on 
many variables and also have high external validity, allowing complex models to be 
tested, and results to be generalised to other contexts (Lee & Lings 2008). 
Furthermore, researchers can have confidence in making tentative conclusions 
about causality when studies are underpinned by theory (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, 
Lee & Lings 2008). That said, descriptive research designs can suffer from internal 
validity-related issues because it is challenging to control for extraneous factors and 
observe any time ordering associations between different variables (Lee & Lings 
2008). 
 
4.2.3 Factorial survey designs 
 
One way to overcome (take advantage of) the respective limitations (benefits) 
associated with experimentation and with descriptive research is to utilise a factorial 
survey design (also known as experimental vignette methodology (EVM) (Aguinis & 
Bradley 2014) or factorial vignette surveys (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010)). This is 
because these design types “combine ideas from balanced multivariate experimental 
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designs with sample survey procedures…The unique feature of the method lies in 
combining certain [specific, advantageous] features of these existing methods into a 
powerful tool for the study of human evaluation processes” (Rossi & Anderson 1982, 
p. 15). The powerful tool is created, at the most basic level, by initially “providing 
individuals with contrived hypothetical situations” through the use of vignettes 
(scenarios)4 and then presenting those individuals with a questionnaire-based survey 
(Rossi & Nock 1982, p. 10). The hypothetical situations can be based on ‘real-life’ 
situations but “stimuli that do not (yet) exist in reality” can also be presented 
(Auspurg & Hinz 2015, p. 10). 
 
4.2.3.1 Use of vignettes (scenarios) in factorial survey designs 
  
Vignettes are essentially “short descriptions of situations or persons…that are 
usually shown to respondents within surveys in order to elicit their judgments about 
these scenarios” (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 128). They are usually provided in 
text format but technology now enables them to be presented through both audio 
and visual media too (cf. McAlister et al. 2012; Aguinis & Bradley 2014).  
 
The use of vignettes enables researchers to tease out context-specific responses 
that would otherwise be confounded in everyday situations, thus enhancing internal 
validity (Aguinis & Bradley 2014). In turn, any (non)significant associations found 
between the study’s factors of interest (namely respondents’ judgment ratings after 
reading the scenarios) are more likely to be the result of the hypothesised 
                                                          
4
 The term ‘vignette’ and ‘scenario’ is used interchangeably in the thesis 
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relationships than of ‘other’ factors that have not been manipulated and/or controlled 
for (cf. Lee & Lings 2008). 
 
Another way in which internal validity is enhanced in factorial survey designs is 
through the experimental procedures utilised when creating the vignettes (although 
carefully-designed vignettes can also provide realistic situations that enhance 
external validity too, which is also advantageous given that external validity and 
internal validity are often seen to work against each other) (Atzmüller & Steiner 
2010). More specifically, scenarios are created by manipulating the specific 
descriptions (short sentences) that make up the vignettes, which are themselves 
created from a manipulation of the levels (also known as ‘values’ (Auspurg & Hinz 
2015)) of each factor (also known as ‘dimension’ (Rossi & Anderson 1982), ‘attribute’ 
(Auspurg & Hinz 2015) or ‘variable’ (Aguinis & Bradley 2014)) that is utilised in the 
study. Levels are “specific values that a dimension [(factor)] may take. “For example, 
“Male” is a level of the dimension “Sex,” “$10,000” is a level of the dimension 
“income”, “bulgary” is a level of the dimension “criminal actions”” (Rossi & Anderson 
1982, p. 28). 
 
All possible combinations of manipulated factor levels (and thus descriptions) are 
produced to create a vignette population (also known as a ‘factorial object universe’ 
(Ross & Anderson 1982)) (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010). Each vignette within the 
vignette population is unique because of the experimental procedures followed. That 
is, each vignette has only one level from each respective factor associated with it. 
For example, if the dimension ‘sex’ contains two levels (‘male’ and ‘female’), the 
dimension ‘income’ contains three levels (‘$10,000’, ‘$20,000’, and ‘$30,000’), and 
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the dimension ‘criminal action’ contains two levels (‘theft’ and ‘bulgary’), twelve 
unique vignettes make up the vignette population. The only difference between each 
vignette is the specifically mentioned, unique mixture of levels combined from across 
all of the manipulated factors. Creating vignettes in this way helps ensure 
“dimensions are uncorrelated or orthogonal or approximately so” which can be 
problematic in descriptive research designs (Ross & Anderson 1982, p. 22). 
Experimentally varying (i.e. manipulating) the factor levels within the vignettes in this 
manner allows researchers to estimate “the impact of these levels on respondents’ 
judgments” (Auspurg & Hinz 2015, p. 2). 
 
After the vignettes have been created, the second part of a factorial survey design 
involves capturing people’s responses to the respective scenarios. Appropriate 
responses to capture include respondents’ “intentions, attitudes, and behaviors” 
(Aguinis and Bradley 2014, p. 352). It is at this point that descriptive research design 
procedures are utilised in the form of traditional survey approaches (self-reported 
questionnaires are often used). Here, external validity is assumed to be upheld as 
“traditional surveys show a high external validity which is mainly due to their claim of 
representativeness and their multivariate and multivalent measurements” (Atzmüller 
& Steiner 2010, p. 128). In turn, any (non)significant associations found between the 
study’s factors of interest (namely respondents’ judgment ratings after reading the 
scenarios) are more likely to be the representative and generalisable (Atzmüller & 
Steiner 2010). 
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4.2.3.2 Vignette subpopulations 
  
In reality it is unlikely that all vignettes can be presented to all respondents. This is 
because the number of factors and the number of factor levels used in factorial 
survey designs usually result in a vignette population which is simply too large to 
present to each respondent (Auspurg & Hinz 2015). For example, a factorial survey 
design using four factors, each with three factor levels, would result in a vignette 
population of 81 unique vignettes. If each respondent were asked to complete all of 
the scenarios then subject fatigue may set in (Aguinis and Bradley 2014). When 
situations like this arise Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) suggest using a vignette 
subpopulation and also provide a number of options for choosing this subpopulation. 
Specifically, they offer four possible possibilities (of which some have some over-
lapping features): 
 
a) The subpopulation can be based on experimental procedures, where the 
specific vignette subpopulation is deliberately planned based on the factors 
(and levels) of interest in the study. Vignettes which contain factors that are of 
interest are retained whilst vignettes which contain factors that are not of 
interest are not used in the study. Once the vignette subpopulation has been 
decided upon, respondents then evaluate all of the vignettes. Following this 
experimental procedure means that a fractional factorial design has been 
utilised. The advantage of using a fractional factorial design “is that solely 
higher order interaction effects, which are typically negligibly small or equal to 
zero, are confounded with main effects…[which makes deliberate 
confounding] frequently justified” and thus the use of a subpopulation justified 
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(Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 131). That said, the use a fractional factorial 
design is appropriate when the vignette universe is not “too large and 
complex” (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 131). 
b) The subpopulation can be decided upon through a randomisation procedure. 
This simply involves randomly choosing vignettes from the universe to use in 
the study. However, “[i]n comparison to experimental designs, a deliberately 
planned confounding of effects is not possible…Which effects are confounded 
with each other is solely determined by the random selection process…[This 
can result] in a loss of information” compared to an experimental vignette 
selection rationale because main effects and interaction effects, and even 
main effects themselves, can be confounded (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 
131). Moreover, “[a]lthough theory tells us that a random selection of vignettes 
generally results in approximately orthogonal designs with approximately 
unconfounded effects…there is no guarantee that no severe departure from 
orthogonality results” (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 131). Similar to a fractional 
factorial design, once the vignette subpopulation has been created, 
respondents would evaluate all of the vignettes. However, given the 
limitations and lack of interpretability that result from randomisation 
procedures when compared to experimental designs, this option is not 
recommended by Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) as an appropriate one to 
follow. 
c) The vignette population could be experimentally partitioned “into equally sized 
vignette sets using a confounded factorial design…the confounding structure 
can be deliberately planned” so that the factors and levels of interest can be 
estimated (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 132). Following this strategy means 
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different respondents are presented with different specific vignette sets that 
make up the vignette population. An advantage of this approach is that 
potential ‘set effects’ – specific effects that occur because people have been 
exposed to specific sets of vignettes – “is deliberately counfounded with 
higher order interaction effects such that main effects as well as lower order 
interaction effects remain estimatable without any confounding” (Atzmüller & 
Steiner 2010, p. 133). This option is known as a confounded factorial design. 
d) Randomised partitioning could take place. This involves “randomly selecting 
vignette sets…without replacement. However, this procedure is rarely used in 
factorial vignette surveys [i.e. factorial survey designs]…[because] 
uncontrollable confounding of set, main, and interaction effects” can occur 
making results uninterpretable (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 132). 
 
The first two options presented by Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) are based on only 
using a subpopulation of the vignette universe (population) in a factorial survey 
design whilst the second two options are based on using the vignette universe but 
only presenting a subsample of this universe to each respondent. In some situations, 
one of the top two suggestions (namely using a vignette subpopulation) is combined 
with one of the bottom two suggestions (namely partitioning). For example, “[i]f the 
total [vignette] population is too large to be partitioned into a small number of sets 
only a fraction of the total vignette population could be partitioned, but this should be 
avoided” if possible (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 132). This is because “[if] nonzero 
interaction effects are confounded with main effects, a simple interpretation of main 
effects is misleading. Fortunately, interaction effects of order 3 and higher are often 
equal to zero or negligibly small such that the confounding with main effects is 
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frequently justified” (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010, p. 131). Finally, all things being equal, 
Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) suggest that creating vignette subpopulations through 
experimental designs is a better option than creating vignettes through 
randomisation procedures. 
 
4.2.3.3 Between-subjects, within-subjects or mixed-designs in factorial survey 
designs 
  
Similar to traditional experiments, there are three general types of factorial survey 
designs (vignette experiments): within-subjects, mixed-designs, and between-
subjects. “In within-subjects each respondent judges exactly the same set of 
vignettes. The vignette set may either represent the total vignette population, if it is 
small enough…or a subset of a large vignette population. In mixed designs different 
groups of respondents get different vignette sets but within each group each 
respondent receives the same vignettes for judgment. In between-subjects designs 
each respondent judges only one single vignette, but they are quite rare since 
serious measurement problems arise, due to different vignette contexts” (Atzmüller & 
Steiner 2010, p. 129). This view is supported by Aguinis and Bradley (2014). 
Specifically, they recommend avoiding between-subjects designs when using 
vignette experiments “because participants are only presented with a single rather 
than multiple vignettes, [meaning] they lose any chance at comparison that would 
help to ground responses contextually. Without other vignettes to serve as referent 
points for their own judgments, responses may not accurately reflect the true 
judgments of each respondent” in the specific context(s) under investigation (Aguinis 
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& Bradley 2014, p. 360). Hence, the authors’ preferred options are to utilise a within-
subjects, or a mixed-design approach in factorial survey designs. 
 
4.2.3.4 Chosen research design for this study 
  
In summary, given the ability to combine individual, advantageous elements of a 
descriptive research design with individual, advantageous elements of an 
experimental research design, whilst also simultaneously limiting the respective 
disadvantages that come from utilising each design on its own, the researcher has 
chosen to utilise a factorial survey design in this study. A factorial survey design is 
appropriate because the study is concerned with examining associations between 
variables within a complex model (namely the hypothesised relationships), which is 
best served through descriptive research. That is to say that the research 
investigates whether significant relationships exist between a number of known 
variables but without having the constraint of needing to ‘prove’ cause-and-effect. 
Instead, the associated theories used to underpin this study are used to infer causal 
relationships. Furthermore, time ordering concerns – which is a limitation of 
descriptive research – should not be a major concern in this study because 
outcomes of entitativity are investigated. As discussed in Chapter 2, high entitativity 
perceptions lead to judgments being made at the time of processing (on-line 
judgments made) whereas low entitativity perceptions lead to judgments being made 
from memory (McConnell, Sherman & Hamilton 1997). Therefore respondents in this 
study will either use their past experiences and memories when responding to a 
research instrument or will base their responses on their judgments there and then. 
Consequently, a descriptive research design is suitable. 
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That said, it is difficult to control for extraneous factors in descriptive research but 
this can be somewhat overcome by the experimental part of a factorial survey design 
(as discussed earlier, it is impossible to ever account for all extraneous factors, even 
in more traditional experimental designs). More specifically, the experimental part of 
a factorial study design can provide evidence that manipulated factors’ levels used to 
‘set the scene’ in a vignette (scenario) ‘cause’ the specific responses which have 
been captured in the questionnaire. This means that, for example, hypothetical 
context-specific situations can be examined, even if the contexts under investigation 
are confounded in real-life situations (Auspurg & Hinz 2015). In turn, a researcher 
can have confidence that any significant relationships/differences found in/between 
each manipulated context are the result of the manipulation itself as opposed to 
‘other’ factors (cf. Zeelenberg & Pieters 1999). Hence, for this study, as ‘official 
providers’ and ‘official financers’ need to be manipulated, any results that arise from 
these experimentally varied context-specific situations, are likely to be because of 
the manipulation itself. 
 
However, and importantly for this study, if the experimental part of a factorial study 
design can provide evidence that manipulated factors’ levels ‘caused’ effects, the 
experimental part can also provide evidence that manipulated factors’ levels are not 
the primary cause of effects. That is, manipulated factors’ levels used to ‘set the 
scene’ in a vignette, but which are outside of the study’s factors of interest (as these 
are the concepts hypothesised to be associated with each other in chapter 3), can be 
examined to see if specific manipulations created significant differences in people’s 
responses to vignettes. In turn, researchers can infer whether these manipulations 
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are likely to have had a significant impact upon any hypothesised relationships or 
not. Put another way, using an experimental manipulation can provide evidence that 
non-significant differences exist between the factors (and factors’ levels) that are not 
of interest across different vignettes. Hence, any significant associations found 
between a study’s factors of interest are more likely to be because of the 
hypothesised relationships as opposed to specific ‘other’ (manipulated) factors. So, 
for this study, as factors such as the specific sponsee and specific focal concurrent 
sponsor need to be manipulated in different vignettes, if nonsignificant differences 
are found between these manipulated factors across the different vignettes, the 
researcher can have more confidence that any (non)significant results found in the 
study between the actual factors of interest (e.g. entitativity, sponsee equity etc.) are 
because of the hypothesised relationships. 
 
A more in-depth discussion on the specific vignettes (scenarios) and associated 
manipulations used in this study can be found in section  4.4. 
 
4.3 Primary data collection  
 
Once the specific research design has been chosen, it is important to consider the 
variables under investigation (namely, the factors of interest). To the researcher’s 
best knowledge, the specific variables under investigation have never previously 
been collected in a concurrent sponsorship setting. Therefore, primary data must be 
collected to investigate whether any of the hypothesised relationships (please see 
Chapter 3) do exist in concurrent sponsorship contexts. 
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4.3.1 Primary and secondary data 
 
Primary data is “[d]ata originated by the researcher specifically to address the 
research problem”, which distinguishes it from secondary data, which is “[d]ata 
collected for some purpose other than the problem at hand” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, 
p. 41). Secondary data cannot provide the precise data needed for this study 
because, to the researcher’s best knowledge, there is no data. This is evidenced by 
the limited research that has investigated the entitativity concept within a 
sponsorship setting (see Chapter 2). Instead, primary data is collected for this study 
because the researcher needs specific data to test the specific hypotheses (Hair et 
al. 2010). 
 
4.3.2 Qualitative and quantitative data 
 
The primary data collected could be qualitative or quantitative in nature. Qualitative 
data is data characterised by “richness and fullness” (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 
2012, p. 546). For this reason, qualitative data is traditionally associated with 
exploratory research because the rich data helps marketers gather people’s deep 
insights during the early stages of an investigation (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). 
 
Meanwhile, quantitative data is characterised by numbers (Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill 2012). It is often associated with descriptive and causal research designs 
(Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). As stated above, this study follows a combination of an 
experimental research design and a descriptive research design by utilising a 
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factorial survey design. Hence, the collection of primary quantitative data is 
appropriate. 
 
4.3.3 Primary data collection: different research instruments 
 
Factorial survey designs could involve primary data collection in the form of 
questionnaires, observations, interviews and focus groups. This is because these 
types of research instruments are associated with descriptive research designs 
(Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, Lee & Lings 2008). The different research instruments 
are now described below. 
 
4.3.3.1 Observations 
  
Observation techniques involve the direct observation of phenomena in their natural 
setting. They are appropriate when measuring tangible behaviour. The tangible 
behaviour is presumed to be the result of a person’s attitudes (Churchill & Iacobucci 
2005). This technique is particularly useful when a researcher is trying to observe a 
person’s behaviour without asking them. However, for the purposes of this study, it 
would be very difficult to observe people’s concurrent entitativity perceptions and 
purchase intentions without asking them, because these are not behavioural 
constructs. Similarly, it is difficult to observe people’s actual purchasing behaviour 
and directly link it to a sponsorship within a field contexts (apart from in rare 
sponsorship settings such as when a sponsor has exclusive pouring rights at an 
event) (Quester & Farrelly 1998). It would therefore be even more challenging to link 
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a person’s purchasing behaviour to their concurrent sponsor entitativity perceptions. 
This makes observations inappropriate for the purposes of this study. 
 
4.3.3.2 In-depth interviews 
  
In-depth interviews are conversations between a trained interviewer and one single 
respondent, with the purpose of probing attitudes, feelings, or motives. Similar to 
observations, interviews were not used for two main reasons. The first reason is 
interviewer bias. This type of bias is concerned with respondents’ perceptions of the 
interviewer or if different interviewers ask different questions and probe in different 
ways (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Interviewer bias can lead to distorted interviewee 
responses (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2012), meaning that conclusions drawn 
from the data may not be a fair reflection of a person’s actual beliefs. Interviewer 
bias may be reduced if only one person collected data but there is still no guarantee 
that this interviewer acts in the same way each time or that each respondent 
perceives the interviewer in the same way. 
 
Second, to test specific hypotheses, a rigid research design is needed (Churchill & 
Iacobucci 2005, Malhotra & Birks 2006). This would suggest that a structured 
interview would be needed. A structured interview occurs when an interviewer reads 
the same set of questions to an interviewee, in a predetermined order (Saunders, 
Lewis & Thornhill 2012). This is unlike a semi-structured interview or an unstructured 
interview, whereby both have flexibility in their approach and are also usually 
seeking more in-depth, qualitative data (Lee & Lings 2008). Using structured 
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interviews has significant time and cost implications though (Alreck & Settle 1985) 
and even the use of one interviewer still does not negate possible interviewer bias.  
 
Furthermore, the same questions that would be asked in a structured interview could 
be asked in a questionnaire. Generally speaking it would be quicker for the same 
number of people to complete a questionnaire than it would be for the same 
interviewer to ask these respondents him- or herself. 
 
4.3.3.3 Focus groups 
  
A focus group is a form of qualitative research in which a group of people is asked 
about their perceptions, opinions, beliefs, and attitudes. Similarly to in-depth 
interviews, focus groups do not provide the more formal research design that is 
required for testing hypotheses, and also may suffer from the introduction of 
interviewer bias. Focus groups are also not considered appropriate for this study 
because group-member interaction is encouraged in them (Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill 2012). However, this can lead to some group members dominating 
conversations and others not saying anything at all (Lee & Lings 2008). If individuals 
take over a group, other individuals’ thoughts may not be heard, meaning that a true 
reflection of the specific group members’ thoughts will not be fully accounted for. 
 
4.3.4 Surveys/questionnaires 
  
An alternative method to the approaches described above is surveys using self-
reported questionnaires (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2012). The benefits of survey 
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work include the ability to collect respondents’ perceptions and opinions (which 
cannot easily be observed), discovery of insights previously unknown to the 
researcher, and an easily implementable approach relative to other approaches such 
as traditional forms of social science experimentation. They are also considered to 
have high external validity (Atzmüller & Steiner 2010). Alreck and Settle (1985) 
suggest that the main advantages of using a questionnaire in particular over other 
research instruments are efficiency, customisation, versatility, comprehensiveness 
and flexibility. Using questionnaires generally means that, relative to interviews, a 
greater number of responses can be obtained within the same time period and that 
less human resource is needed during the data collection stage. Self-completed 
questionnaires give respondents the option to answer the questions in their own time 
(Zikmund, Carr & Griffin 2012) and prevent any potential interviewer bias that could 
result from interviewer-completed questionnaires (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). They 
can also be used to collect qualitative data through open-ended questions if this type 
of data is needed (although these types of questions can become tiresome for 
respondents (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005), meaning many may not complete the 
questionnaire). 
 
Equally, there are a number of drawbacks of using survey questionnaires in their 
traditional format (i.e. in descriptive research designs in isolation). These include an 
inability to investigate temporal order of variables (Lee & Lings 2008), less 
confidence in inferring causal relationships between variables (Lewis-Beck, Bryman 
& Liao 2004), low internal validity (relative to other methods such as 
experimentation) (Field & Hole 2003), an inability to answer any respondents’ 
questions should they arise during data collection, and proneness to common 
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method variance (CMV) bias (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). CMV is “the overlap in 
variance between two variables due to the type of measurement used, rather than 
due to a relationship between the underlying constructs” (Dong, Zou & Taylor 2008, 
p. 111). In other words, the variance found between the constructs is a result of a 
common method that has been used to collect data as opposed to being due to the 
hypothesised relationship (CMV is discussed in more detail in section  4.5.1.6). 
 
Despite these drawbacks, self-reported survey questionnaires were chosen as a 
means of gathering data to test the hypotheses set out in Chapter 3, because they 
are easy to administer and can be sent to a large sample of the population of 
interest. More importantly though is the fact that each questionnaire was combined 
with specific ‘official provider’ and ‘official financer’ vignettes as part of a factorial 
survey design. This allows the researcher to be more confident that internal validity 
is upheld, and that any significant relationships found between the study’s factors of 
interest, are due to hypothesised relationships. Even so, efforts were also made to 
overcome the drawbacks of traditional survey work, given survey elements were 
utilised in the current study. These are outlined in more detail in sections  4.5.1.6 
and  5.4.10. 
 
4.3.5 Using an online questionnaire 
  
Cost, time constraints and the need to minimise human error during the data input 
stage were all considered when choosing whether to administer an online or offline 
questionnaire. In the end, an online questionnaire was chosen. Online 
questionnaires are similar to email questionnaires because respondents complete 
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the research instrument by accessing the internet. An advantage of email (or online) 
questionnaires over postal questionnaires is that they are usually cheaper to 
implement and can reach a wider or more targeted group, depending on the specific 
audience of interest. For example, an online questionnaire can be seen by a large 
number of people around the world almost instantaneously if the questionnaire is 
uploaded onto a publically accessible webpage, which has a high volume of traffic 
visiting it each day. Alternatively, it can be emailed or put onto a webpage that has 
restricted access to people within a specific organisation or perhaps even sent to 
particular people working at a certain level within a specific organisation (for example 
a managerial and director level of a large multinational organisation).  
 
Using an online questionnaire can also result in quicker responses when compared 
to postal surveys (Seguin et al. 2004). Gaining quick responses is important in 
sponsorship research to minimise the effects that a brand’s other marketing 
communications may have in influencing respondents’ answers to the specific 
research question(s) (cf. Donlan (2013)). For example, if a new sponsorship 
announcement is made by a company in between a questionnaire being distributed 
and a respondent completing it, people’s beliefs about a sponsor may have changed 
due to new information they have received about a sponsor. There is evidence to 
suggest this could occur. Specifically, the announcement of a sponsorship appears 
to be regarded positively by the financial markets, evidenced by an increase in 
shareholder wealth that results from investors’ stock interest (Cornwell, Pruitt & Clark 
2005). UK individuals owned just under 11% of UK shares (by value) at the end of 
2012 (Office of National Statistics 2013) so it is not inconceivable to believe that the 
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general public could also be influenced by a sponsorship announcement. As such, 
the use of an online questionnaire seems more appropriate. 
 
4.4 Specific research instrument design utilised in the study 
 
This section gives further details about the research instrument used to test the 
hypotheses. The research instrument is a factorial survey design which utilises an 
online questionnaire produced using a third party online software package called, 
“Qualtrics” (https://lborobusiness.eu.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel). This software is 
used for a number of reasons, including: 
 The university having a licence to use the program;  
 The questionnaire being easily distributed electronically; 
 The ability to vary specific scenarios and questions so that certain 
respondents are exposed to certain manipulations and associated questions 
(this will be discussed in more detail later); 
 The ability to force specific questions to be answered; 
 Automatic transferability of data into SPSS. 
  
4.4.1 Creating the factorial survey design’s vignettes 
 
4.4.1.1 Use of vignettes in previous sponsorship studies 
  
Vignette-use is commonplace in sponsorship research (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
Therefore it is appropriate to examine how and why vignettes are used in 
sponsorship studies because this may inform the research instrument’s design. 
 
In sponsorship research, vignettes (scenarios) are usually written as small 
paragraphs in the form of ‘press releases’ (e.g. Johar and Pham (1999)). The ‘press 
releases’ inform respondents about a previously unknown (fictitious) sponsorship 
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agreement between a focal sponsor and a sponsee. More often than not, one side of 
the sponsor-sponsee dyad is fictitious. For example, Chien, Cornwell and Pappu 
(2011) used scenarios with fictitious sponsors but real sponsees, Cornwell et al. 
(2006) and Humphreys et al. (2010) used scenarios with fictitious sponsees but real 
sponsors, and Dardis (2009) used scenarios with both fictitious sponsors and 
sponsees (and also used print advertising over ‘press releases’). 
 
The predominant reason(s) given for using vignettes in sponsorship studies is 
validity. For example, Cornwell et al. (2006) argue vignettes allow sponsorship 
researchers to find a good balance between internal and ecological validity. This is 
because ‘controlled flexibility’ is achievable through a strong and rigorous research 
instrument that also allows people to draw on their (idiosyncratic) mental images that 
are activated through the sponsorship scenarios’ specific words (Carrillat & D’Astous 
2012). More specifically, sponsorship vignettes are suggested to possess good 
internal validity because “biases caused by [unwanted] memory retrieval, 
rationalization tendencies, and inconsistency factors” are reduced through scenario-
use (Lii & Lee 2012, p. 74). Meanwhile, technology advances have enabled ‘press 
release’ style vignettes to be embedded into more realistic media settings thus 
enhancing ecological validity. For example, McAlister et al. (2012) upheld ecological 
validity by combining press releases with media-specific ‘fillers’. “For instance, 
sponsorship announcements made via radio were surrounded by music, weather 
updates, and a comedy show. Announcements in print magazines were surrounded 
by cartoons, recipes, horoscopes, and unrelated news stories. Online 
announcements were surrounded by filler news stories and general interest articles 
that were unrelated to the” study’s factors of interest (McAlister et al. 2012, p. 12). 
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Ecological validity is further enhanced when real sponsors are used in scenarios. 
This is “because sponsorship tends to be a strategy employed by mature brands” 
(McDaniel 1999, p. 175). Therefore, consumers would, on the whole, expect to see 
sponsorship deals involving mature brands. 
 
Despite sponsorship studies embracing vignette-use, few present respondents with 
multiple vignettes at the same time. For example, the above studies of Chien, 
Cornwell and Pappu (2011) and Dardis (2009) all utilised between-subjects vignette 
experiments where each person was subjected to one scenario, while Cornwell et al. 
(2006) and Humphreys et al. (2010) presented respondents with multiple vignettes 
but these were not presented together. In fact, Cornwell et al. (2006) and Humphreys 
et al. (2010) randomly changed the order in which respondents were exposed to 
specific vignettes, to control for context-specific (e.g. ordering) effects. 
 
Whilst the above researchers’ designs were important for the purposes of their 
respective studies, an inability to examine context-specific situations could arise from 
not presenting vignettes together. That is, respondents’ contextualised responses 
are less likely to be captured as people’s referent points are unlikely to have been 
created to the same extent as they would have been had vignettes been presented 
to them at the same time. Thus, responses may not reflect respondents’ true 
judgments of the specific contexts, which is obviously important if specific contexts 
are being investigated (Aguinis & Bradley 2014). In the current study, the 
hypothesised model is being tested against official provider and official financer 
contexts. Therefore, it is important for context-specific judgements to be made. 
Hence, while previous sponsorship studies can help inform the researcher on 
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specific content to include in a vignette, the need to be able to capture context-
specific responses suggests that specific vignettes and vignette procedures may 
have to be followed, despite them not previously being followed in sponsorship 
research. 
 
4.4.1.2 Rationale for using specific vignettes in this study 
 
Taking the previous vignette experiment sponsorship studies into account, as well as 
the specific requirements needed for this particular study, the use of vignettes 
(scenarios) is justified in this study for three reasons:  
 
First, and as highlighted above, scenarios give sponsorship researchers the ability to 
find a good blend of internal and external (ecological) validity. This blend can also be 
achieved when using real sponsors and real sponsees with a fictitious sponsorship 
agreement. 
 
Second, and to the researcher’s best knowledge, the leveraging of concurrent 
sponsorships is not actively practised in the sponsorship industry. Instead, individual 
sponsors focus their attention on leveraging their own respective sponsorship 
agreements. Consequently, scenarios are needed to ‘set the scene’ for concurrent 
sponsorship situations because the ‘scene’ is unlikely to be concretely set in 
people’s minds already when they have received sponsors’ individual marketing 
communications. Hence, utilising scenarios in this study “permits the presentation of 
stimuli that do not (yet) exist in reality” (Auspurg & Hirz, p. 10). 
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Third, the sponsorship literature rarely distinguishes between sponsors which are 
official providers and sponsors which are official financers. The former are sponsors 
that give products, services and/or expertise to a sponsee, whilst the latter invest in a 
sponsee financially (cf. Carrillat and D’Astous (2012)). The lack of distinction 
between the two different types of sponsorships in past research is potentially 
problematic. For example, the motives behind becoming an official provider revolve 
around showcasing the quality of a sponsor’s products or services during the running 
of a sponsee (Prendergast, Poon & West 2010). These types of sponsors provide a 
much more functional role, and especially so on the day of a sponsee’s running. 
Official providers are akin to ingredients cobrands, whereby the sponsors are 
intertwined in form and function with the sponsee (cf. Newmeyer, Venkatesh and 
Chatterjee (2014). Meanwhile, official financers’ motives for sponsoring revolve 
around improving sponsor image via the sponsee (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012), 
through an indirect association (cf. Pope, Voges and Brown (2009)). Official 
financers provide much less of a functional role (if at all) in helping the sponsee, and 
especially so on the day of the sponsee’s running. In turn, people’s evaluations of 
functional-based alliances are different to their evaluations of alliances that are 
based on other dimensions (such as the inclusion of an image-related dimension) 
(e.g. Lanseng and Olsen (2012)). Furthermore, within the social psychology 
literature, groups whose members provide a specific function to help the group 
achieve its needs are perceived as being higher in entitativity than groups whose 
members are based on a single attribute or image (Rabbie & Horwitz 1988, Lickel et 
al. 2000). Official providers also make up an integrated part of the sponsee through 
the use of their products, services and/or expertise. As such, both the concurrent 
sponsors and the sponsee’s rights holder are interdependent of each other for the 
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sponsee’s performance (Newmeyer, Venkatesh & Chatterjee 2014) and as seen in 
Chapter 3, interdependence is important in entitativity contexts. On the other hand, 
whilst assumed to be interdependent, it is unclear the extent of the interdependency 
official financers and a sponsee’s rights have over each other. This is because 
official financers are not integrated into the sponsee in the same way.  
 
Given that there are grounds to potentially perceive official providers differently to 
official financers, it is appropriate to provide respondents with both contexts at the 
same time (i.e. two scenarios at the same time). This is because each context can 
act as a referent point for the other, which follows best practice recommendations 
(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). That is, official financers provide a contrasting 
sponsorship group to official providers. The social psychology literature explains that 
“[w]hen a group is viewed in the context of a contrast group, the distinctions between 
the groups in the form of stereotype formation and use become more likely. Thus, 
the presence of a contrast category motivates the formation of a stereotype as a way 
to create maximal differentiation between the two groups” (Crawford, Sherman & 
Hamilton 2002, p. 1091). The use of an official financer group and an official provider 
group therefore enables respondents to distinguish between a collective of sponsors 
which give money and a collective of sponsors which give other resources. It also 
allows the researcher to test the hypothesised model on both sponsorship types, and 
have greater confidence that responses are the result of ‘official financer’ or ‘official 
provider’ contexts (as opposed to responses being confounded by respondents 
thinking about both sponsorship types together) (cf. Zeelenberg & Pieters 1999).  
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4.4.1.3 Overall rationale for using specific vignette procedures in this study 
 
Three key differences exist between this study and most previous (sponsorship and 
entitativity) studies which have utilised scenarios in their designs. The first difference, 
and as outlined above, is concerned with the need to provide respondents with both 
sponsorship contexts at the same time in this study. This rarely occurs (if at all) in 
previous sponsorship research. Providing scenarios at the same time allows for 
maximum contrasting effects to occur (Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002) and 
thus context specific responses to be captured (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). It is 
important to distinguish between official providers and official financers during the 
data collection stage because the hypothesised model is to be tested in both 
contexts. However, current sponsorship practice does not currently distinguish 
between the two sponsorship types at present. Hence, manipulating respondents 
with vignettes which outline official provider and official financer contexts, and then 
presenting these vignettes at the same time, allows the researcher to tease out 
context-specific responses that would otherwise be confounded. Presenting 
respondents with multiple scenarios also suggests that a within-subjects or a mixed-
design vignette methodology is going to be utilised, which follows best practice 
recommendations (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014) (a mixed-design vignette experiment 
has been chosen for this study – see below for more details). 
 
The second difference between this study and previous sponsorship studies that 
have utilised vignettes is concerned with how the scene is ‘set’. In many previous 
sponsorship studies, different scenarios have been created to prime respondents to 
think one specific way. Subsequent analysis undertaken has then effectively followed 
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between-subjects experimental design procedures. However, in this study, multiple 
scenarios need to be created to demonstrate that certain manipulated factors are not 
the cause of any significant associations (or otherwise) found in the study. That is, 
the study needs to demonstrate that manipulated factors such as the specific 
concurrent sponsor or the specific sponsee mentioned in a vignette are not the main 
reasons for (non)significant associations found between the factors of interest (i.e. 
the concepts hypothesised to be related to each other). To test for this, multiple 
vignettes must be created. The rationale behind constructing vignettes in this 
manner is that if nonsignificant differences can be found between respondents’ 
evaluations of manipulated factors, no matter which scenario they are exposed to, 
then all of the respondents’ answers from each scenario for each specific 
sponsorship type can be collapsed and analysed together. This is because 
nonsignificant differences found between the different scenarios indicates that a 
specific vignette or vignette set (i.e. set effects) has not significantly contributed to 
the results (cf. Atzmüller & Steiner 2010) (analysing whether nonsignificant results 
are found in the study is discussed in Chapter 5). 
 
Following this, the third difference between this study and previous factorial survey 
designs is concerned with the specific factors of interest. Most factorial survey 
designs manipulate the factors’ levels and then analyse responses to these levels as 
part of the study’s main analysis. For example, if the factor ‘income’ is being 
manipulated, 10 levels ranging from low income values to high income values could 
be manipulated and then inserted into different vignettes. The effect that income 
level has on a dependent variable(s) would then be assessed. In this sense, income 
is an independent variable. However, as stated above, the manipulation of factors in 
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the current study are simply used to provide respondents with specific contexts 
(namely ‘official providers’ contexts and ‘official financers’ contexts) or to rule out 
specific manipulated factors or vignettes as the ‘cause’ of any (non)significant results 
which may be found when ‘other responses’ are analysed as part of this study’s main 
analysis. The ‘other responses’ in this study are the actual factors of interest. More 
specifically, the ‘other responses’ are people’s evaluations of the concepts 
hypothesised to be related to each other (i.e. the conceptual model in Chapter 3). 
These responses are captured through a questionnaire-type format which 
accompanies vignettes in factorial survey designs. Hence, in this study, the 
advantageous experimental elements of a factorial survey design have been utilised 
to allow the researcher to examine responses gathered in the questionnaire part, 
with the knowledge that the manipulations should not the primary reason for any 
results found in the main study (apart from the manipulation of the specific 
sponsorship type contexts) if nonsignificant difference are found across scenarios. 
 
4.4.1.4 Rationale for not manipulating entitativity through vignettes 
 
There are three interrelated reasons why entitativity and the subsequent other 
factors of interest (i.e. the other ‘other responses’) are captured in the questionnaire 
part of a factorial survey design in this study, as opposed to being manipulated 
(which is usually the case when experimental vignette methodologies are used). All 
three reasons revolve around how entitativity has been manipulated or measured in 
previous research. 
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The first reason is concerned with how the concept ‘entitativity’ has been 
manipulated in previous studies. Entitativity is concerned with people’s perceptions 
that a collective is a group as opposed to whether a collective is actually a group 
(Lickel et al. 2000; Moreland & McMinn 2004). Hence, the extent to which people 
perceive that a collective is a group is an appropriate way for entitativity to be 
captured in studies (Hamilton 2007; Hogg et al. 2007). Moreover, people’s entitativity 
perceptions are based on three broad categories of antecedents – chronic perceiver 
differences, (perceived) contextual factors, and (perceived) group properties (cf. 
Lickel et al., 2000). That is, (different combinations of) these antecedents are used 
by perceivers to inform their entitativity perceptions of (different) social groups. 
However, despite entitativity (perceptions) and antecedents to entitativity 
(perceptions) being conceptually (and arguably operationally) different, previous 
studies have often manipulated (some) antecedents to entitativity as a way of 
varying people’s entitativity perceptions. For example, Rydell and McConnell (2005, 
p. 104) manipulated people’s entitativity perceptions by manipulating “group unity 
and similarity of group goals rather than group consistency and similarity of group 
members.” Group unity, similarity of group goals, group consistency, and similarity of 
group members are each considered as antecedents to (perceived) entitativity in 
different social groups (Lickel et al. 2000). Hence, entitativity itself has not been 
directly manipulated in Rydell and McConnell’s (2005) study. 
 
Presumably researchers assume that manipulating ‘groupness’ to assess 
(perceived) entitativity is unachievable without manipulating antecedents to 
entitativity. However, the problem with manipulating antecedents to entitativity as a 
way of manipulating entitativity itself is that manipulating antecedents can alter the 
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very bases on which entitativity perceptions and subsequent evaluations are formed. 
For example, Rutchick, Hamilton and Sack (2008, p. 905) found that when people 
were primed to think about collectives as dynamic groups or categorical groups, it 
changed “the properties on which entitativity is based”. This may not be too much of 
a concern when researchers examine social groups in well-known social contexts as 
people implicitly infer specific group properties as being associated with specific 
social groups, and this helps inform entitativity perceptions (Lickel et al. 2000, Lickel 
et al. 2006, Pickett 2001, Pickett & Perrott 2004). However, in concurrent 
sponsorship settings, little is known about how entitativity perceptions are formed. 
Therefore entitativity needs to be manipulated directly but, as indicated above, it is 
currently unknown how this is achieved. 
  
Our lack of understanding around how entitativity perceptions are formed in 
concurrent sponsorship settings is the second concern. Indeed, Lickel et al.’s (2000, 
pp. 223-224) seminal paper stated “[o]ne potential roadblock to developing research 
that examines perceptions of a wider array of social groups is that groups differ in 
many different ways. A family and an ethnic group differ with regard to size, degree 
of group member interaction, and many other variables…We believe that entitativity 
is an important dimension on which groups [that differ on so many dimensions] can 
be compared.” In other words, utilising entitativity enables researchers to directly 
compare and contrast different collectives with a ‘standard measure’, despite 
antecedents to those different collectives’ perceived ‘groupness’ being different and 
thus directly incomparable. Hence, manipulating entitativity perceptions through 
antecedents to entitativity could, ironically, bias the results in concurrent sponsorship 
settings as we are currently unaware of how entitativity perceptions are formed in 
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concurrent sponsorship contexts. The antecedents to (perceived) entitativity may 
also be different for different people. As such, by manipulating (a subsample of) 
entitativity’s antecedents, researchers are priming people to think about ‘groupness’ 
in a particular way, which may not be the way people would actually perceive 
entitativity in the first place. Moreover, subsequent evaluations of the group could be 
affected by this priming (cf. Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a; Rutchick, 
Hamilton & Sack 2008). 
 
The third and final concern is that entitativity is conceptualised as being on a 
continuum (Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 1998; Lickel et al. 2000; Yzerbyt & Anouk 
2001; Spink, Wilson & Priebe 2010). Yet, when researchers manipulate factors 
which vary entitativity perceptions, their aim is to produce treatment groups, which 
perceive entitativity significantly differently. Focussing on producing significantly 
different entitative conditions is problematic. For example, and under the momentary 
assumption that antecedents to perceived entitativity are the same in social groups 
as they are in concurrent sponsorship settings, researchers could experimentally 
vary the same subset of antecedents to entitativity (using all antecedents would 
make vignette descriptions too long and subject fatigue may result). This would 
uphold internal validity. For example, in Rydell and McConnell’s (2005) study, ‘group 
unity’ and ‘similarity of group goals’ were experimentally varied. Specifically, in the 
high entitativity manipulation, respondents were informed that “Members of Group A 
tend to act as a single unit. This group is highly organized with a specific purpose or 
intention that drives the group’s behaviors. Members of Group A engage in 
behaviors that help the group move toward their common goal. Although members of 
Group A might behave in different ways, their actions are motivated by similar 
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underlying intentions” (Rydell & McConnell 2005, p. 104). Meanwhile, in the low 
entitativity manipulation, “Members of Group A rarely act as a single unit. This group 
is loosely organized with no specific purpose or intention. Members of Group A 
engage in behaviors that help them move toward their own separate goals. Members 
of Group A might behave in different ways with different underlying intentions 
motivating their actions” (Rydell & McConnell 2005, p. 105). A problem with varying 
entitativity levels in this manner is that low entitative social groups are not 
necessarily based on exactly the same combination of properties that high entitative 
social groups are (Lickel et al. 2000). Thus, if researchers are experimentally varying 
entitativity perceptions along different parts of an entitativity continuum, they likely 
need to use different combinations of properties to help respondents make their 
respective entitativity judgements. Otherwise, ecological validity is not maintained as 
artificial antecedents to entitativity have been manipulated in both settings. 
 
An alternative solution could be to utilise the different properties associated with 
different social groups. This is because the social group ‘loose associations’ is closer 
to one end of an entitativity continuum, whilst ‘intimacy groups’ is closer to the other 
end and people’s perceptions of the properties that form these respective groups are 
somewhat different (Lickel et al. 2000). However, following this strategy means that a 
second problem exists. Specifically, whilst ecological validity is more likely to be 
upheld if researchers manipulated different properties associated with specific social 
groups, this would be at the expense of internal validity. In other words, researchers 
would be unable to rule out ‘other’ factors as being the ‘cause’ of any relationships 
found in the study because the manipulation groups have been created, based on 
different criteria.  
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In conclusion, and taking the above into account, it is argued that both internal and 
ecological validity is higher when respondents perceive entitativity in concurrent 
sponsors in as natural a setting as possible, and with entitativity captured through a 
questionnaire-type format rather than through attempts to manipulate antecedents to 
entitativity in different vignettes. 
 
4.4.2 Specific factorial survey design utilised in this study 
 
Having outlined the need for the use of vignettes alongside a more traditional 
questionnaire-style format, it is appropriate to specify the exact factorial survey 
design used in this study. Specifically, a mixed-design fractional factorial vignette 
methodology with experimental partitioning is utilised (Atzmüller and Steiner 2010). 
This means that a subpopulation of the total possible combinations of manipulated 
factors that make up the vignette universe is used in the study, and that this 
subpopulation has been experimentally partitioned into vignette sets, as opposed to 
being randomly partitioned. Moreover, within each vignette set, each set of 
respondents receive the same vignettes (namely an ‘official providers’ scenario and 
an ‘official financers’ scenario), which creates the mixed-design (see section  4.2.3 for 
more information). 
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The manipulated factors (and associated levels) in the mixed-design fractional 
factorial vignette methodology are: 
a) The sponsorship type (2 levels: ‘official providers’ vs. ‘official financers’) 
b) The specific named concurrent sponsor (2 levels: Nike vs. Adidas) 
c) The specific named sponsee (2 levels: European Games (EUR) vs. National 
Provincial Championship (NPC)) 
d) Promotion of sponsors’ new products (2 levels: ‘A1’ rugby ball vs. ‘DM 
Questra’ cross-training shoe 
e) The ordering of the scenarios (2 levels: ‘official providers’ first vs. ‘official 
providers’ second) 
 
Hence, the vignette population (universe) consists of 32 different vignettes as this is 
the total number of possible unique vignettes that could be created from the 
manipulated factors. Presenting this many vignettes to every person is likely to lead 
to subject fatigue. More importantly, the priming of respondents into associating 
specific brands with specific sponsees as specific sponsor types would be lost as 
respondents would be exposed to all of the possible vignettes that have been 
created. Hence respondents must only see a subpopulation of the vignette 
population. The choice of subpopulation was determined by experimental 
procedures over randomised procedures. This is because experimental procedures 
involve deliberate confounding of factors, which enable results to be understood in a 
more meaningful way (cf. Atzmüller & Steiner 2010). 
 
The first factor to be confounded was the “Promotion of sponsors’ new products”. 
Following Carrillat and D’Astous (2012), this factor was included in the vignettes to 
amplify respondents’ perceptions that commercial intentions are behind the 
respective focal concurrent sponsors’ sponsorships, even if sponsee-serving motives 
are also perceived. Hence, deliberate confounding of this factor, means that the 
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researcher expects people’s perceptions of the commercial intentions of the 
concurrent sponsor(s) to be approximately similar across all vignettes. 
 
Nonsensical or less realistic combinations of specific sponsee, sponsor, and ‘product 
being promoted’ was considered next. More specifically, the use of the ‘A1’ rugby 
ball as a promotional tool naturally fits with a rugby event (the National Provincial 
Championship) but is less suited as a promotional tool in a multi-sports event like the 
European Games. This event includes archery, boxing, athletics and wrestling 
competitions and these sports do not use a ball. Hence, it is inappropriate to match 
the A1 rugby ball to the European Games. As such, any combinations involving the 
European Games and the A1 rugby ball were not used in the study. 
 
Due to the need to utilise a vignette subpopulation in this study, 8 scenario-pairs 
(one ‘official providers’ scenario paired with one ‘official financers’ scenario) were 
produced in total. The exact sponsorship scenario pairs used in the study can be 
seen below in Table 3. 
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Table 3: All eight scenario combinations (pairs) used in the study 
The eight different scenario pairs 
1  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
2  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
3  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
4  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
5  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
6  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
7  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
8  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 
4.4.3 Construction of the specific scenarios used in the study 
 
The sponsorship scenarios are broadly based on the work of Carrillat and D’Astous 
(2012). For example, the choice of Nike and Adidas as the respective focal sponsors 
in each scenario are retained because it is imperative respondents perceive the 
brands as plausible event sponsors (cf. Carrillat and D’Astous (2012), Ruth and 
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Simonin (2003)). Both Nike and Adidas are two brands which have a high a priori 
familiarity, including as prominent sponsors (cf. Carrillat and D’Astous (2012)), 
meaning respondents are more likely to provide reliable and valid responses to any 
questions posed about the brands (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). 
 
Similarly, the sponsees used in this study are chosen based on Carrillat and 
D’Astous (2012). These authors used the National Provincial Championship (NPC) 
and the FIFA Soccer (Football) World Cup as the sponsees in their scenarios. The 
NPC is a rugby event, which partly focuses on grassroots rugby (Davies, 
Daellenbach & Ashill 2008), whereas the Soccer World Cup focuses on bringing 
“together the top soccer playing nations to compete for the coveted title of ‘Soccer 
World Champions…” (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012, p. 567). The foci of the two 
sponsees are very different. The NPC has a direct focus on the development of 
rugby, although some of the best players in New Zealand have played in the 
competition. Meanwhile, the FIFA soccer World Cup has a direct focus on the sport’s 
elite playing nations. Instead, a more comparable sponsee to the NPC is the 
European Games. The rationale behind the European Games is to expose European 
athletes to a European-focussed, multi-sports event so that they can successfully 
compete on a world stage in future years (Pearce 2011). The European Games is 
therefore positioned as a stepping stone to the event’s sports’ World and Olympic 
competitions, making it comparable to the NPC, as this is a stepping stone to the 
Rugby Union World Cup. 
 
Three major differences between the scenarios of Carrillat and D’Astous (2012) and 
the adapted versions used in this study are noted. The first difference is the need to 
include a concurrent event sponsorship context. When including this context it was 
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important to ensure that people’s entitativity evaluations were not biased in any way 
from this. For example, people form perceptions of entitativity based on a number of 
different combinations of antecedents, of which group size is one (e.g. Lickel at al. 
2000). However, using specific antecedents (including group size) to entitativity as a 
way of manipulating entitativity could bias people’s thoughts about the concurrent 
sponsors. This is because priming people to think about how collectives are 
‘grouplike’ can change “the properties on which entitativity is based”, which can then 
impact upon outcomes of entitativity. Moreover, holding the number of concurrent 
sponsors constant could create unreal contexts because people may expect many 
more (or far fewer) concurrent sponsors to exist respondents need to consider the 
scenarios in as ‘real’ a context as possible if their responses are to reflect the ‘real 
world’, and the ‘real world’ often contains a significant number of concurrent 
sponsors. For example, properties such as the National Basketball Association 
(NBA) or the English Premier League (EPL) have between 65 and 245 corporate 
sponsors (Lee & Ross 2012), whilst other research suggests that less prominent 
sponsees can still have a minimum of 8-16 concurrent sponsors (Maher et al. 2006). 
Hence, limiting the number of sponsors seems unreasonable. 
 
Taking the above into account the researcher decided to use the word ‘group’ in the 
scenarios to create concurrent sponsorship contexts. Whilst the word ‘group’ may 
bias people’s responses to actually perceive a group (as opposed to a collective of 
individuals), it was thought that using the word ‘collective’, or ‘collection’ may cause 
respondents to think about what was exactly meant by this term in concurrent 
sponsorship contexts, and thus move them away from the subtle priming found in a 
vignette as a whole. Meanwhile, it was thought that the word ‘group’ is used in 
everyday language, and would therefore be less likely to direct people’s attention 
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from the rest of the information presented in the scenario. Therefore, in summary, 
the word ‘group’ was used to ‘set the scene’ for concurrent sponsorship contexts but 
the scenarios were written in as neutral a way as possible. However, to gain 
confidence that the word ‘group’ does not artificially create entitative concurrent 
sponsorship contexts, the mean (average) values obtained from people’s entitativity 
ratings during the pilot testing stage would be assessed (see  4.7.3). 
 
Two other key points underpin how the concurrent event sponsorship context is 
communicated to the respondents. First, it is imperative that respondents only 
focussed on the event sponsorship and do not include any team or individual 
sponsorships in their mind. Therefore, the following paragraphs are presented before 
respondents read the sponsorship scenarios: 
 
You will now read about how two sporting events are sponsored. The 
descriptions are of just the event sponsorships and not how others things 
such as teams or athletes are sponsored. Therefore it is important for you to 
only concentrate on the event sponsorships. 
 
The events are very similar to each other: both have elite athletes competing, 
both draw a large spectating crowd and both have considerable media 
coverage. However, the event sponsorships are different: For one event, the 
group of sponsors are 'official providers' and for the other event the 
group of sponsors are 'official financers' 
 
 
Second, each scenario deliberately focussed on one concurrent sponsor – Nike or 
Adidas: leading sponsorship and marketing academics suggested it was important to 
focus on just one concurrent sponsor (please also see Chapter 3 for the full 
justification of examining focal sponsors). 
  
The second difference between the original scenarios and the adapted scenarios 
used in this study is concerned with the DM Questra product. In Carrillat and 
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D’Astous (2012), the DM Questra was a ball. In this study, the DM Questra was a 
training shoe because the European Games is a multi-sport event. A cross-training 
shoe is more appropriate because this product could be used by any sportsperson in 
a multi-sports event. That said, in the interest of following the original scenario of 
Carrillat and D’Astous (2012) as far as possible, the decision to continue to use the 
NPC as a sponsee meant that a rugby ball would also continue to be used as the 
respective sponsor’s product in the scenarios. However, as mentioned above, 
choosing to do this meant that it would be nonsensical or less realistic to associate 
the A1 rugby ball with the European Games contexts, owing to the fact that the 
Games is a multi-sport event. 
 
The third difference between Carrillat and D’Astous’ (2012) original scenarios and 
the adapted scenarios used in this study is that this study employs a manipulated 
counter-balance technique. Specifically, groups of respondents read exactly the 
same scenarios (Scenarios 1 and 2 are the same, 3 and 4 are the same, 5 and 6 are 
the same, 7 and 8 are the same). However, some respondents read the official 
provider context before the official financer context whilst others read the official 
financer context before the official provider context. The subsequent scales also 
followed the order in which the sponsorship type contexts were read. The reason for 
including a counter-balanced technique is to mitigate any potential bias, which may 
result from the order in which people read about the official providers or official 
financers (Pickett 2001). 
 
The precise wording used in respective sponsorship scenarios can be seen below in 
Table 4. 
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Table 4: Original and adaptation of scenario 
The text in bold is the text found in Table 3 that changes with each scenario 
Original scenario examples                         
(Carrillat & D’Astous 2012) 
Adaptation of scenario for this study 
 
 
The National Provincial Championship (NPC) is 
the longest running rugby competition in New 
Zealand. The NPC as we know it today was 
established in 1976, the competition continues to 
provide an excellent launching platform for many 
of the game’s biggest stars. Insert the added text 
for (1) event sponsorship, (2) in-kind 
sponsorship, (3) both sponsorship, or (4) do 
not insert any text.  Adidas will be promoting the 
release of its new “A1” rugby ball on television 
throughout the competition. 
 
 
Text for event sponsorship = Adidas has been 
announced as an official sponsor of this season’s 
competition. 
Text for in-kind sponsorship = The new Adidas 
“A1” rugby ball will be used as the match ball of 
this year’s championship. 
 
OFFICIAL PROVIDER CONTEXT EXAMPLE 
 
The [EVENT]. The event has a group of sponsors 
associated with it. They are collectively known as 
‘OFFICIAL PROVIDERS’ because they give 
products, services and/or expertise to the event. 
The group of sponsors do not give money though. 
Sponsors in this group have their own specific task 
or role within the event. [FOCAL SPONSOR] is 
one of the event’s ‘OFFICIAL PROVIDERS’ and 
will supply its new [PRODUCT]. [FOCAL 
SPONSOR] will also be promoting the release of 
its [PRODUCT] on television throughout the 
competition. 
 
Text for [EVENT] = National Provincial 
Championship is the longest running rugby 
competition in New Zealand and is often a 
launching platform for many of the game’s biggest 
stars. 
Text for [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
Text for [PRODUCT] = ‘A1’ rugby ball as the 
match ball. 
 
OFFICIAL FINANCER CONTEXT EXAMPLE 
 
The [EVENT]. The event has a group of sponsors 
associated with it. They are collectively known as 
‘OFFICIAL FINANCERS’ because they give 
money to the event. The group of sponsors do not 
give their products, services and/or expertise 
though. Sponsors in this group have comparable 
brand images. [FOCAL SPONSOR] is one of the 
event’s ‘OFFICIAL FINANCERS’. Television 
advertisements promoting [FOCAL 
SPONSOR]’(s) new [PRODUCT] will also be 
shown during the event.                                                
. 
 
Text for [EVENT] = European Games is a new 
multi-sport tournament and is designed as the 
launching platform for Europe’s athletes to 
compete on the world stage. 
Text for [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
Text for [PRODUCT] = ‘DM Questra’ cross-
training shoe 
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4.4.4 Constructs used in the questionnaire 
 
After the vignettes have been produced, the questionnaire-part of the factorial survey 
design must be focussed on. This is to capture the actual factors of interest in this 
study. Measures for entitativity, sponsee equity, purchase intentions, sponsor 
sincerity, attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship, identification with the sponsee 
(event) and identification with the sponsor are all needed. 
 
The measures (and the corresponding items) used for this particular study all utilised 
a seven-point Likert scale (anchored with Strongly Disagree and Strongly Agree) 
(although as can be seen in Appendix 2, the questionnaire itself also contained 
questions where respondents were expected to enter data, which helps lower the 
chances of common method variance). 
 
4.4.5 Choosing appropriate items 
 
Wherever possible, items were directly taken from existing scales found in the 
literature and adapted ever so slightly to fit the study’s context. Some items’ words 
were simply changed to fit the context, whilst others were adapted after the 
protocoling stages (these are explained in more detail later on in the chapter). 
 
That said, many of these original scales’ items stem from formative measures. This 
means that many of the respective measures’ items do not reflect the concept they 
purport to, as formative measures have conceptual ambiguity (cf. Cadogan, Lee & 
Chamberlain 2013; Sun et al. 2014). Hence, if any specific items from the original 
scales did appear to reflect the construct of interest in this study (despite coming 
from a formative measure), they were extracted from the original measure and 
combined together with other items from other scales to make one reflective 
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measure (Table 39 (Appendix 2) outlines the original measures’ original items that 
have either been extracted and combined together for the purposes of this study or 
not used at all). 
 
Another reason for combining together (reflective) items from previously-used 
measures is to ensure that the psychometric properties of the scale (in particular the 
reliability or internal consistency) can be upheld, and in turn that confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) is not compromised. CFA involves the removal of items, which do not 
have a high loading on a specific construct (the CFA process will be discussed in 
more detail later). Consequently if a researcher starts with few items, he or she is 
limited in the extent to which they can remove items without increasing the 
complexity of the analysis. Hair et al. (2010) states this occurs when a construct has 
less than three items. It is therefore important to start with more than three items 
wherever possible so that some items can be removed during the data analysis 
stage, without increasing analysis complexity. 
 
To further decrease the chances of analysis complexity later on, additional items 
were sometimes added to the collated measures. Spector (1991) states that there 
are five rules to consider when writing good items: 
 
1. Each item should express one and only one idea. 
2. Use both positively and negatively worded items 
3. Avoid colloquialisms, expressions, and jargon. 
4. Consider the reading level of the respondents. 
5. Avoid the use of negatives to reverse the wording of an item. 
 
Whenever additional items were added to an existing construct, Spector’s rules were 
followed. 
 
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
     
 
PAGE 180 
 
4.4.5.1 Choosing initial items for the entitativity construct 
  
Many of the previous entitativity studies have measured the entitativity construct 
using formative measures. For example, Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 
(2007a)’s measure captures items such as how organised the group is perceived to 
be, whether group members are perceived to interact with each other or not, and the 
extent to which group members feel part of their group. Meanwhile Newheiser, 
Sawaoka and Dovidio (2012) measure items such as the perceived similarity of 
group members or the extent to which group members depend upon each other. It is 
clear that these items (and others found in the literature) do not reflect the same 
underlying construct (see Table 2 for more examples of how entitativity has been 
measured in the past). 
 
In fact, it is argued that they do not reflect entitativity’s conceptual meaning either. 
This is supported by Hamilton (2007) who points out that many of the papers 
purporting to measure entitativity use entitativity cues as opposed to entitativity itself. 
Specifically he states (p. 1089): 
“Some studies…have included items that Lickel et al. (2000) included 
among the cues to entitativity as a means of measuring perceived 
entitativity. The reasoning was that those properties that were most 
correlated with the ‘qualifies as a group’ scale (e.g., interaction, 
importance, similarity, common coals, shared outcomes) could plausibly 
be included as part of the (empirical, at least) definition of entitativity. 
Though not unreasonable, this strategy seems less than optimal. Instead, I 
believe we should focus our measurement devices on the conception of 
what entitativity is, rather than what it is related to. The notion of entitativity 
reflects the perceived ‘oneness’ or unity of a group. Therefore items asking 
for judgments of the extent…the group is a single unit or one thing (as 
opposed to a collection of individuals), the extent to which group members 
feel they are part of the group, how much unity the members feel, how 
cohesive the group is, and the extent to which the group has the 
characteristics that qualify it as a group, seem appropriate.” 
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Hamilton’s (2007) argument appears to be at least partly correct. Specifically, it is 
important that an entitativity measure has content validity. Content validity “consists 
of a subjective but systematic evaluation of the representativeness of the content of 
a scale for the measuring task at hand” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 725) (and is 
discussed in more detail in  4.5.1.1). Upholding content validity lends itself to 
entitativity measures which try to capture people’s perceptions of a group as a single 
unit as opposed to a collection of individuals as this is the conceptual definition of 
entitativity. However, items such as the extent to which people perceive a group’s 
members feel they are part of the group or the extent to which group members feel 
unity do not capture entitativity itself. Instead, measures involving feelings towards 
being part of a group or towards feeling unity are more likely to be related to 
entitativity than measure entitativity itself (and even if they do measure one form of 
entitativity, they cannot be used in conjunction with measures of unity otherwise 
conceptual ambiguity once again arises). Further, the direction of the relationship 
between entitativity and feelings of being part of a group or of feeling unity would 
most likely only be discovered using a longitudinal study. This is because entitativity 
could quite easily be an antecedent or an outcome. For example, imagine a person 
who feels part of a group and is therefore willing to go ‘above and beyond’ the norm 
to help that group out with a specific task. When the task is successfully undertaken 
this person may feel that the group is (even) more entitative because everybody 
pulled together to complete the task. However, another member of the group may 
see the result of the group’s task and as such perceive that the members now feel 
part of an entitative group, which was before perceived as being inentitative. The 
direction of the relationship may even depend upon whether a person is judging their 
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own group’s entitativity or somebody else’s for similar reasons. The challenge of 
understanding the direction between two related constructs is found in the literature. 
Specifically, a meta-analysis of the cohesion-performance relationship suggests “that 
the changes in cohesiveness that can be brought about by performance are likely to 
be even stronger than the changes in performance that can be brought about by 
cohesiveness” but that the picture is not as ‘black and white’ as that (Mullen & 
Copper 1994, p. 224). That is, there are occasions where cohesion may lead to 
performance and there are occasions where performance may lead to cohesion. 
Similarly, Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a, study 2) suggest that 
entitativity mediates people’s perceptions of certain group properties (e.g. 
homogeneity) and subsequent group impression and stereotyping rather than being 
a predictor variable (mediational analyses yielded stronger results when entitativity 
was a mediator). However, they also caution that “perceptions of entitativity can 
affect the extent to which groups are perceived as homogenous…” as well (Spencer-
Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a, p. 384). Therefore, and in summary, 
Hamilton’s (2007) suggestion that asking people to rate the extent to which group 
members feel they are part of the group, or how much unity the members feel, does 
not capture entitativity’s meaning. 
 
It is clear that part of the challenge of measuring entitativity is that people’s 
perceptions of collectives’ ‘groupness’ stem from multiple antecedents. Indeed, this 
is the very reason why Lickel et al. (2000, p.224) suggest entitativity “is an important 
dimension on which groups can be compared” because perceived groupness can be 
assessed across any collective, no matter what the antecedents to that perceived 
groupness are. These authors measured entitativity with a single item which “asked 
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participants to evaluate the degree to which different collections of people "qualify as 
a group." This evaluation was easy for participants and was conceptually distinct 
from” entitativity’s antecedents (Lickel et al. 2000; note 1, p. 228). Similarly, Hogg et 
al. (2007, p. 137) suggest asking participants ““how much of a group do you feel they 
are”…in a single question it goes beyond only similarity, only homogeneity or only 
distinctiveness perceptions, and captures the essence of the broader construct of 
entitativity” whilst still maintaining entitativity’s conceptual meaning. 
 
Following Lickel et al.’s (2000) and Hogg et al.’s (2007), the current study 
operationalises entitativity in a similar manner. This ensures the construct maintains 
‘real’ conceptual existence as well as reduces potential biases that could result from 
measuring entitativity through its antecedents (in a similar vein to how it can when 
entitativity is manipulated (see  4.4.1.3)). Moreover, and in line with the need to limit 
the analysis complexity during CFA, multiple reflective items are used. Specifically, 8 
reflective items were taken from Sani (2005), Sani, Bowe and Herrera (2007), Voci 
(2006), and Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a) and adapted for the 
study. These can be seen in Table 5 below: 
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Table 5: Original items for entitativity alongside adapted items 
Original items Adapted items Original sources 
 
 
 
1. Workers in this company 
really do form a group 
2. The members of the 
Church of England are as 
“one.” 
3. The Church of England is 
deeply divided and 
fractured (R). 
4. The Church of England is 
a cohesive group 
5. The Church of England is 
like a single entity 
6. The Church of England is 
a unified whole 
7. The group of Spanish 
people is tightly-knit 
8. To what extent does this 
group qualify as a 
‘group’? 
This group of event 
sponsors… 
 
1. ...really do form a 
group 
2. ...is as “one” 
 
 
3. ...has no divisions and 
fractures 
 
4. …is cohesive 
 
5. …is like a single entity 
 
6. ...is like a unified 
whole 
7. …is a 'tightly-knit' 
group 
8. ...qualify as a ‘group’ 
 
 
 
 
(Voci 2006) 
 
(Sani 2005) 
 
 
(Sani 2005) 
 
 
(Sani 2005) 
 
(Sani 2005) 
 
(Sani 2005) 
 
(Sani, Bowe & 
Herrera 2007) 
(Spencer-Rodgers, 
Hamilton & 
Sherman 2007a) 
(R) = Reverse coded   
 
4.4.5.2 Choosing items for the sponsee equity construct 
  
The existing measures found in the literature for sponsee equity were also deemed 
sub-optimal. Once more this was mainly due to previous measures being formative 
measures. To overcome this problem, items which were believed to reflect the 
conceptual meaning of sponsee equity were chosen. Sponsee equity is concerned 
with acts of sponsee consumption such as attending the sponsored event or viewing 
the sponsored event on TV (cf. Stewart, Smith & Nicholson 2003, Ruth & Simonin 
2006). Hence, previous items which reflected sponsee consumption were used in 
this study. These can be seen in Table 6. 
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Table 6: Original items for sponsee equity alongside adapted items 
Original items Adapted items Original sources 
 
 
 
 
1. (Brand’s) sponsorship 
of (sponsor object) will 
increase my watching 
of (object) more 
2. I will attend the (Team 
Name)'s game(s) in 
the future 
3. I enjoy following 
coverage of this event 
 
4. I plan to follow 
broadcasts of the FIFA 
World Cup 2006 
 
5. How likely is it that you 
will attend this event? 
The event sponsors’ 
sponsorship of the 
respective event… 
 
1. …will increase my 
watching of the event 
more 
 
2. …increases my 
chances of attending 
the event in the future 
3. … would probably 
make me follow the 
event more 
4. …will increase my 
likelihood of following 
media coverage of the 
event 
5. …would increase my 
likelihood of attending 
the event 
 
 
 
 
(Olson 2010) 
 
 
 
(Kim, Trail & Ko 2011) 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 
2000) 
 
(Woisetschläger & 
Michaelis 2012) 
 
 
(Walker et al. 2011) 
 
 
4.4.5.3 Choosing initial items for the purchase intentions construct 
  
A number of measures’ items were combined to capture purchase intentions. This is 
because many previous studies’ purchase intentions measures appear to have only 
three items associated with them. Starting with only three items can create additional 
complexity at the analysis stage (cf. Hair et al. 2010). The items also had to be 
reflective in nature (Cadogan, Lee & Chamberlain 2013), and take into account the 
confounding of the specific products that were used in the respective manipulations 
to enhance people’s inferences of sponsors’ commercial intentions (cf. Carrillat & 
D’Astous 2012). That is, purchase intention items had to be directed towards the 
brand (sponsor) as opposed to a brand’s (sponsor’s) specific product(s) because this 
factor (dimension) was deliberately confounded as part of the factorial survey design. 
Directing purchase intentions towards the brand (as opposed to specific products) is 
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appropriate in sponsorship studies though, given how reciprocity is thought to work. 
Specifically, people support the brand (through, for example, purchasing from it) 
because the brand has supported the sponsee (cf. Pracejus 2004). Hence, whilst it is 
acknowledged that purchase intentions towards a brand’s (sponsor’s) products does 
play a part in many purchase decision making situations, capturing people’s 
behaviour (purchase) intentions towards the sponsor is in keeping with sponsorship 
thinking. The original measures’ items and their adaptations can be found in Table 7. 
 
Table 7: Original items for purchase intentions alongside adapted items 
Original items Adapted items Original sources 
 
 
 
1. (Brand’s) sponsorship of 
(sponsor object) makes it 
more likely I will do more 
business with them 
2. I would be more likely to 
buy from the sponsor as 
a result of this 
sponsorship 
3. “If you or a friend had the 
need to buy the kind of 
products sold by 
[sponsor], how likely 
would you be to...?” 
a. Consider 
 
b. Purchase 
 
4. Please use the following 
scales to indicate your 
probability to purchase 
the food offered by 
[sponsor] the next time 
you buy fast food 
a. Unlikely – Likely 
 
b. Improbable – probable 
As a result of this 
sponsorship … 
 
1. …it is likely that I will 
do business with this 
brand 
 
 
2. …I am likely to buy 
from this brand 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. …I would consider 
buying from this 
brand 
4. …I would purchase 
from this brand 
 
 
 
 
 
5. …I am likely to go for 
this brand 
6. …I would probably 
buy from this brand 
 
 
 
(Olson 2010) 
 
 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 
2000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Simmons & Becker-
Olsen 2006) 
 
(Simmons & Becker-
Olsen 2006) 
 
 
 
 
 
(Ngan, Prendergast 
& Tsang 2011) 
(Ngan, Prendergast 
& Tsang 2011) 
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4.4.5.4 Choosing initial items for the sincerity construct 
 
Sponsor sincerity is concerned with people’s perceptions of a sponsor’s goodwill 
intentions towards a sponsee (Ruth & Simonin 2006). Previous measures have tried 
to capture this by asking people’s perceptions of whether the sponsor’s sponsorship 
benefits the sponsee, whether the sponsor believes the sponsee deserves support, 
or whether the sponsor has the best interests of the sponsee at heart (Speed & 
Thompson 2000). However, despite (perceived) sincerity being a key determinant to 
any benefits sponsors may receive from their respective sponsorship (e.g. Olson 
2010, Carrillat & D’Astous 2012), few measures (and items) exist for the construct. 
Hence, for this study, descriptions found in the sponsorship literature about 
sponsors’ goodwill intentions were adapted to increase the number of items for this 
measure, following Spector (1991). Specifically, “…has goodwill intentions towards 
the event”, was taken from descriptions by Meenaghan (2001b) and “…is going 
above and beyond commercial reasons when sponsoring this event”, was taken from 
descriptions by Messner and Reinhard (2012). Adding further items to the sponsor 
sincerity construct that are based on descriptions of sincerity or its respective 
synonyms allows the researcher to maximise the reliability and reflective properties 
of the scale. Finally, items from measures that have not been previously used in 
sponsorship studies, but appear to reflect the construct when slightly adapted to this 
study’s needs, were also included. For example, items from Eisenberger et al. (1986) 
were adapted from “The organization really cares about my well-being” to the 
sponsor “…really cares about the event”, or “The organization is willing to extend 
itself in order to help me perform my job to the best of my ability” to the sponsor “…is 
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willing to extend itself in order to help the event”. The specific original 
items/descriptions and their adaptations can be found in Table 8. 
 
Table 8: Original items for sponsor sincerity alongside adapted items 
Original items Adapted items Original sources 
 
 
 
1. The sport would 
benefit from this 
sponsorship at the 
grassroots level 
2. The main reason the 
sponsor would be 
involved in the event is 
because the sponsor 
believes the event 
deserves support 
3. This sponsor would be 
likely to have the best 
interests of the sport at 
heart 
4. The organization really 
cares about my well-
being 
5. The organization is 
willing to extend itself 
in order to help me 
perform my job to the 
best of my ability 
6. The organization 
would forgive an 
honest mistake on my 
part 
7. The organization 
shows very little 
concern for me. (R) 
8. The organization cares 
about my opinions 
 
9. “In effect consumers 
appear to receive 
sponsorship 
communications in a 
"halo of goodwill," 
which is driven by 
I feel that the sponsor of 
the respective event… 
 
1. …helps to benefit the 
sport at the grassroots 
level 
 
2. …is involved in the 
event because it 
believes the event 
deserves support 
 
 
3. …has the best 
interests of the event 
at heart 
 
4. …really cares about 
the event 
 
5. …is willing to extend 
itself in order to help 
the event 
 
 
6. …would forgive an 
honest mistake by the 
event organisers 
 
7. …shows a lot of 
concern for the event 
 
8. …cares about the 
event organisers’ 
opinions 
9. …has goodwill 
intentions towards the 
event 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 
2000) 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 
2000) 
 
 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 
2000) 
 
 
(Eisenberger et al. 
1986) 
 
(Eisenberger et al. 
1986) 
 
 
 
(Eisenberger et al. 
1986) 
 
 
(Eisenberger et al. 
1986) 
 
(Eisenberger et al. 
1986) 
 
(Meenaghan 2001b) 
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factors such as the 
perception of benefit, 
the subtlety of the 
message, and the 
disguised commercial 
intent of the 
communication.” (p. 
209) 
10. “…participants across 
all conditions took for 
granted that a 
company had strategic 
motives for entering 
into a 
sponsorship…across 
conditions altruistic 
reasons played less of 
a role for the 
evaluation of [brand’s] 
sponsorship 
activity…In sum, 
respondents’ 
attributions clearly 
indicate that 
commercial 
sponsorship is 
associated with 
strategic, image-
enhancing motives, 
whereas altruistic 
reasons may only play 
a minor role.” (p. 247) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. …is going above and 
beyond commercial 
reasons when 
sponsoring this event 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Messner & Reinhard 
2012) 
(R) = Reverse coded    
 
4.4.5.5 Choosing initial items for the attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 
construct 
  
People’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship is akin to a brand alliance (Olson 
2010). Hence, measures were sought in the literature which captured people’s 
attitude towards alliances. Specifically, two measures’ items were combined for the 
current study resulting in a total of 5 items being used in total (each measure had 3 
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items each but one item was the same in both measures). These can be seen in 
Table 9. 
 
Table 9: Original items for attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship alongside 
adapted items 
Original items Adapted items Original sources 
 
Attitudes towards the brand 
alliance: 
 
1. Negative-positive 
 
 
2. Unfavourable-
favourable 
 
3. Bad-good 
 
 
 
Alliance attitude index 
4. Dislike/like 
 
5. Unappealing/appealing 
The way in which each of 
the two events is 
sponsored… 
 
1. I feel positive about 
sponsorship… 
2. I look upon 
sponsorship 
favourably… 
3. I think sponsorship is 
good… 
 
…in the [event] 
 
 
4. I like sponsorship… 
 
5. Sponsorship appeals 
to me… 
 
…in the [event] 
 
 
 
 
(Simonin & Ruth 
1998) 
 
(Simonin & Ruth 
1998) 
(Simonin & Ruth 
1998) 
 
 
 
 
(Lanseng & Olsen 
2012) 
(Lanseng & Olsen 
2012) 
 
 
4.4.5.6 Choosing initial items for the consumer-brand identification construct 
 
Although this study is concerned with the perceived impact that a concurrent 
sponsorship group’s entitativity ultimately has on consumers’ purchase intentions 
towards a focal concurrent sponsor, other variables should be controlled for in case 
these too contribute to any variation found in the outcome variables of interest 
(namely sponsee equity and ultimately purchase intentions).  
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Previous literature suggests that consumer identification with a (sponsoring) brand 
impacts positively upon consumers’ purchasing behaviour. More specifically, 
consumer identification has been previously recognised as playing a major role in 
consumer buying-related decisions such as brand preference, consumer loyalty, 
consumer satisfaction, consumer repurchasing behaviour, positive word of mouth 
and willingness to pay a price premium (Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013).  
 
Consumer identification with a sponsee is also considered important in the 
sponsorship literature, and has been shown to affect behavioural intentions towards 
that sponsee (cf. Fishbein & Ajzen (1975), Ajzen & Fishbein (1980)). For example, 
team identification has been found to be an excellent predictor of game attendance 
(Pease & Zhang 1996), whilst identity salience (identities people place importance 
on for making them who they are) is positively associated with attendance frequency 
(Laverie & Arnett 2000). High levels of identification with a team can even result in 
game day attendance despite a sponsee being ‘unsuccessful’ (a significant number 
of losses and rooted to the bottom of a league) (Fisher & Wakefield 1998). 
 
Consequently, it would be prudent to control for any variation in the model’s 
outcomes, which may result from consumers’ identification with a brand (both the 
sponsor and the sponsee). Controlling for these effects can give the researcher 
greater confidence that any significant relationships found will be down to the 
hypothesised relationships, and not to identification. 
 
For this study, the consumer-brand identification measure of Stokburger-Sauer, 
Ratneshwar and Sen (2012) was changed from “brand X” (used to represent the 
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specific brand in their study) to ‘event’ or ‘sponsor’ when measuring identification 
with a sponsee and identification with a sponsor respectively in this study. These can 
be seen in Table 10 below: 
 
Table 10: Original items for consumer-brand identification alongside adapted items 
for concurrent sponsor identification and sponsee identification 
Original items from 
Stokburger-Sauer, 
Ratneshwar and Sen 
(2012) 
Adapted items for 
identification with the 
focal concurrent sponsor 
Adapted items for 
identification with the 
sponsee 
1. I feel a strong sense of 
belonging to brand X 
2. I identify strongly with 
brand X. 
3. Brand X embodies 
what I believe in 
4. Brand X is like a part 
of me 
5. Brand X has a great 
deal of personal meaning 
for me /appealing 
1. I feel a strong sense of 
belonging to this brand 
2. I identify strongly with 
this brand 
3. This brand embodies 
what I believe in 
4. This brand is like a 
part of me 
5. This brand has a great 
deal of personal meaning 
for me 
1. I feel a strong sense of 
belonging to this event 
2. I identify strongly with 
this event 
3. This event embodies 
what I believe in 
4. This event is like a 
part of me 
5. This event has a great 
deal of personal meaning 
for me 
 
 
4.5  Upholding validity in the study 
 
Whilst collating measures, and subsequently afterwards, it is important to consider 
validity. There are different types of validity that should be considered when 
undertaking research which utilises self-reported questionnaires. These include 
internal and external validity, content validity, construct validity, predictive validity or 
concurrent validity, (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Internal and external validity were 
previously discussed above. However, for reference, internal validity is concerned 
with the extent to which an outcome can be attributed to the research (instrument) 
design as opposed to any extraneous factors. External validity is concerned with the 
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extent to which a study’s results are generalisable to other contexts. Internal and 
external validity often work against each other. That is to say that having high 
internal validity is usually achieved at the expense of lower external validity. 
However, the utilisation of a factorial survey design enhances internal validity 
through appropriately constructed scenarios (cf. Cornwell et al. 2006; Atzmüller & 
Steiner 2010). 
 
Other types of validity are important to consider when thinking about minimising error 
whilst measuring the constructs under investigation. A background to error alongside 
how attempts are made to minimise it is now presented. 
 
4.5.1 Systematic and random error 
 
A researcher’s goal is to develop measures whereby the observed score given by a 
respondent matches the actual score (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). If this occurs 
there is no error in the measure and the measure is said to be valid. Two types of 
errors hamper a measure’s validity: systematic error and random error. A systematic 
error is “an error that affects the measurement in a constant way and represents 
stable factors that affect the observed score in the same way each time the 
measurement is made” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 736). Evidence that systematic 
error has not reduced a measure’s validity is inferred through a direct assessment of 
a measure’s concurrent, content and construct validity (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). 
Meanwhile, a random error is an “error that arises from random changes or 
differences in respondents or measurement situations” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 
733). Evidence that random error has not reduced a measure’s validity is inferred 
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through an indirect assessment of a measure’s reliability (Churchill & Iacobucci 
2005). Reliability relates to the “consistency of the measure(s)” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 
3). It is a measure of the replicability a scale will have if repeated measurements are 
made (Malhotra & Birks 2006). Direct and indirect assessment of a measure’s 
validity will now be discussed in more detail. 
 
4.5.1.1 Content validity 
  
Content validity, also known as face validity, “consists of a subjective but systematic 
evaluation of the representativeness of the content of a scale for the measuring task 
at hand” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 725). It is essentially a judgment on the 
correspondence between the items chosen to measure a concept and the specific 
conceptual definition itself (Hair et al. 2010). If content validity is to be achieved, 
variables need to be clearly defined so that boundaries are placed on specific 
concepts and that the full domain of the concept is covered in the measures being 
used (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). In this study, content validity was checked for by 
the researcher (when choosing which measures to use in the study) and by leading 
academics (see debriefing section). 
 
4.5.1.2 Predictive validity or concurrent validity 
  
Predictive validity (also known as criterion-related validity) is “concerned with how 
well a scale can forecast a future criterion” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 733). This type 
of validity is important when trying to predict future events. Meanwhile, the current 
study utilises a descriptive research design when collecting the factors of interest so 
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predictive validity is not of concern here because the temporary ordering of variables 
cannot be tested. Instead, an understanding of the relationship between a measure 
and a criterion variable is needed from the same point in time. This means 
concurrent validity is sought. Concurrent validity is “assessed when the data on the 
scale being evaluated and on the criterion variables are collected at the same time” 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 724). It is inferred when the correlation between a 
measure and the criterion is high (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). 
 
4.5.1.3 Construct validity 
  
Construct validity is concerned with the “construct or characteristic the scale is 
measuring” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 725). It is a judgment on whether the latent 
variable – the unobserved construct of interest – is represented by the items used in 
the scale (Hair et al. 2010). Churchill and Iacobucci (2005, p. 294) state that a 
“measure said to be strong on construct validity must be consistent internally, but a 
consistent measure isn’t necessarily one that has construct validity.” This is because 
the items may be measuring something completely different to what is thought to be 
being measured. 
 
As discussed previously, some of the original measures found in the literature that 
were adapted for this study appear to suffer from construct validity. For example, 
entitativity is defined in this study as the degree to which the a priori separate entities 
of a collective are perceived as being a group (Campbell 1958, Hamilton, Sherman & 
Castelli 2002). Consequently, a measure’s items which reflect the latent variable, 
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‘entitativity’, are needed if construct validity is to be upheld (as can be seen in table 
5). 
 
Another measure found in previous literature, which appears to suffer from construct 
validity is Olson’s (2010) recent measure of sponsor equity. Olson (2010) combined 
an attitudinal dimension (liking the sponsor because of the sponsorship) and a 
behavioural intention dimension (buying from the sponsor because of the 
sponsorship). Attitude and behaviour are closely related to one another yet still 
distinct (e.g. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)). Therefore, 
Olson’s (2010) sponsor equity construct represents two dimensions, making it a 
formative measure. This means that the measure has low construct validity because 
the items do not measure the unidimensional construct of attitude or the 
unidimensional construct of purchase intentions. For this study, the two elements of 
sponsor equity (i.e., attitude and behaviour) were separated out and ‘purchase 
intentions’ retained (as explained in Chapter 2). 
 
In summary, by collating items (from different measures) that seem to reflect the 
respective construct of interest, it is expected that this study’s measures now have 
construct validity. However, they will all be checked by the researcher during the 
analysis stage (see Chapter 5). 
 
4.5.1.4 Nomological validity, convergent validity and discriminant validity 
  
Construct validity should also be assessed using nomological, convergent and 
discriminant validity (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Nomological validity is concerned 
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with assessing “the relationship between theoretical constructs… [and is used to] 
confirm significant correlations between the constructs as predicted by a theory” 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 731). Usually theories which are well established are used 
so that it is the nomological validity that is being tested as opposed to the theory 
itself (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). In this study, the model is underpinned by three 
established theories (see Chapter 3): Information Integration Theory (Anderson 
1981a), Attribution Theory (Heider 1958) and Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein 
& Ajzen 1975, Ajzen & Fishbein 1980), lending support to the hypotheses advanced. 
Therefore, nomological validity is examined by investigating whether the 
relationships that are expected to exist based on the three core theories above are 
statistically significant when the model is empirically tested. 
 
Meanwhile, convergent validity “measures the extent to which the scale correlates 
positively with other measures of the same construct” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 
725), whereas discriminant validity “assesses the extent to which a measure does 
not correlate with the other constructs from which it is supposed to differ” (Malhotra & 
Birks 2006, p. 726). These two types of validity essentially work together by the fact 
that an item from a particular construct should be highly correlated with other items 
from that same construct whilst, together, these items should have comparatively low 
correlations with other items that represent other constructs. 
 
In this study, the convergent validity is investigated by examining the average 
variance explained (AVE) in each construct. Average variance explained (AVE) is a 
“measure of convergence among a set of items representing a latent construct. It is 
the average percentage of variation explained (variance extracted) among the items 
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of a construct” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 688). A construct’s AVE is calculated by summing 
the square of that construct’s manifest variables’ factor loadings and then divided 
this value by that sum of the square of the construct’s manifest variables’ factor 
loadings plus the sum of the manifest variables’ error variances. More formally this is 
represented by the following formula (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000): 
 
𝐴𝑉𝐸 =  
∑ 𝜆2
∑ 𝜆
2
+ ∑(𝜃)
 
 
Where: 
AVE = average variance extracted 
λ = a construct’s items’ (manifest variables’) factor loadings 
θ = a construct’s items’ (manifest variables’) error variables 
 
An AVE of .5 or above indicates that the variance extracted among the items 
exceeds the amount of measurement error in the latent variable (Diamatopoulos & 
Siguaw 2000). In other words, a value of .5 or above means that at least half of the 
latent construct is explained by the manifest variables. However, a value below .5 
indicates that the “validity of the individual indicators…as well as the construct…is 
questionable” (Fornell & Larcker 1981, p. 46). Measurement error is concerned with 
the extent to which manifest variables do not explain the latent construct of interest 
(Hair et al. 2010). 
 
Discriminant validity is also investigated by comparing the AVEs of each construct 
with the squared correlations (also known as the square of the correlation estimates) 
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between each construct. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), discriminant 
validity is upheld when the largest squared correlation between different constructs is 
lower than the AVE in a construct. The idea behind this is that “a latent construct 
should explain more of the variance in its item measures that it shares with another 
construct” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 710) (chapter 5 contains the results of the study’s AVE 
and squared correlations). 
 
4.5.1.5 Reliability 
  
As stated above, reliability is a measure of the replicability a scale has if repeated 
measurements are made (Malhotra & Birks 2006). However, if a scale is considered 
to be reliable, it does not necessarily mean that the scale is valid. This is because 
reliability does not take into account systematic error (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). 
Consequently reliability is a necessary but not sufficient requirement for a valid 
measure. 
 
There are two common ways in which a measure’s reliability is established (Churchill 
& Iacobucci 2005): 
 
1. stability: measuring the same objects at two different points in time and 
correlating the scores (test-retest assessment) 
2. internal consistency: checking how consistent a measure’s items are in a 
construct (calculating the coefficient alpha). 
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Checking the stability of a measure in this study is inappropriate due to a descriptive 
research design being followed. This means that any time ordering associations are 
not investigated (Lee & Lings 2008). It could technically be possible to examine the 
stability of a measure by taking measurements at the beginning and the end of a 
research instrument. However, respondents may remember what they completed 
earlier on or may even go back to the beginning and check their responses, which 
may bias their responses. To overcome these potential biases (Churchill & Iacobucci 
2005) suggest that a two week time period is the interim norm if researchers would 
like to check the stability of a measure. 
 
The second way to investigate reliability is through an examination of the internal 
consistency of a measure. The simplest technique for checking equivalence is 
through a split-half method, which involves randomly splitting measures’ items into 
two groups and then examining the correlation between them. Calculating 
Cronbach’s alpha is an extension of the split-half method. It involves splitting the 
data in half in every conceivable way and then calculating the mean of all of the 
correlation coefficients (Field & Hole 2003).  
 
Cronbach’s alpha is the most commonly used method for calculating internal 
consistency (Lee & Lings 2008). Values of 0.7 or above are regarded as having 
internal consistency (Nunnally 1978). However, a major problem occurs with using 
Cronbach’s alpha when the number of items in a measure increases. Specifically, as 
a measure’s items increase in number, so does the likelihood that Cronbach’s alpha 
will too. This can result in redundant scale items being included when they shouldn’t 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006). One way to overcome this is to calculate construct reliability 
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instead. Ensuring high construct reliability (also known as composite reliability) helps 
researchers infer convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Calculating construct 
reliability involves using the indicator loadings and error variances obtained through 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). Values of .7 or 
about indicate good reliability (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
The formulae for the two internal consistency measures can be found in Table 11. As 
can be seen from the construct reliability formula (right hand side), the internal 
consistency measure reduces as the summated error value increases (if the 
summated error value is zero, the construct reliability would always be one because 
the numerator and the denominator are the same no matter how many items the 
construct has). It is almost impossible to measure a latent variable perfectly, 
meaning an observed score will not exactly match a true score. Consequently, a 
measure which has many items will be negatively affected when construct reliability 
is calculated because there is ‘more’ error – due to there being more items – to 
summate. Hence, a researcher should be confident in stating that a measure which 
has many items and a high construct reliability value, has high internal consistency. 
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Table 11: Cronbach’s alpha and construct reliability formulae 
Calculating Cronbach’s Alpha Calculating Construct Reliability 
 
α =
𝐾
𝐾 − 1
(1 −
∑ 𝜎𝑌𝑖
2𝐾
𝑖=1
𝜎𝑥2
) 
Where: 
𝐾 = the number of individual items 
∑ 𝜎𝑌𝑖
2𝐾
𝑖=1 = summated variances of items 
𝜎𝑥
2 = the variance for the sum of all items 
 
(Cronbach 1951) 
 
𝜌𝑐 =
(∑ 𝜆)2
(∑ 𝜆)2 + ∑(𝜃)
 
Where: 
𝜌𝑐 = construct reliability 
𝜆 = indicator loadings 
𝜃 = indicator error variances 
∑ = summation over the indicators of the 
latent variable 
(Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000) 
 
 
4.5.1.6 Common method variance 
  
Another thing to consider when thinking about the questionnaire and the constructs 
used within it is common method variance (CMV). Common method variance is 
“variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the 
constructs the measures represent [and] is a potential problem in behavioral 
research” (Podsakoff et al. 2003, p. 879). 
 
There are two things that researchers should undertake to limit the effect that 
common method variance bias can have on a study’s findings. The first involves 
data-based solutions and the second involves analytical solutions. That said, 
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marketing scholars often focus on the second solution. That is, “marketing scholars 
have focused on eliminating… [CMV] bias with statistical techniques, such as 
structural equation modelling” (Rindfleisch et al. 2008, p. 273), whilst giving less 
attention to how a good research instrument can help reduce CMV bias in the first 
place. Analytical procedures that help to reduce CMV are important – indeed, the 
use of structural equation modelling and an analytical assessment of CMV using 
Harman’s single (one) factor test is discussed in Chapter 5 (section  5.4.10) – 
however, “[t]he notion that validity threats, such as CMV bias, may be minimized 
through [data-based solutions such as] survey design is [also] an important message 
that is seldom voiced in the marketing community (Rindfleisch et al. 2008, p. 273). A 
discussion on data-based solutions to try and minimise CMV, with a particular focus 
on survey design, is now presented. 
 
“To reduce the threat of CMV bias and enhance CI [(causal inferences)], survey 
researchers typically recommend three data collection strategies: (1) employing 
multiple respondents, (2) obtaining multiple types of data, or (3) gathering data over 
multiple periods…All three strategies are capable of creating separation between the 
collection of independent and dependent variables, which in theory should reduce 
the hazard of CMV and increase CI as a result (Podsakoff et al. 2003).” (Rindfleisch 
et al. 2008, p. 262). However, none of these strategies are fully implementable in this 
study.  For example, it is impossible for different respondents to answer different 
questions in the self-reporting questionnaire because all answers are based on 
individual respondents’ perceptions and the outcomes of these perceptions. Different 
people would have different perceptions and therefore the outcome of these 
perceptions should be different as well (based on the hypothesised relationships). It 
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is therefore important that the same person completes the entire questionnaire. Point 
1 is therefore ruled out. Point 2 is difficult to achieve, although not entirely 
impossible. For example, research suggests that when people perceive an entitative 
group, their reaction times are quicker when comparing those group’s members than 
when they perceive the group to be inentitative (Pickett & Perrott 2004). 
Consequently, people’s reaction times and their subsequent evaluations of 
concurrent sponsors and sponsees could be examined, and any differences found 
could be attributed to an entitativity manipulation that has occurred between 
subjects. However, this type of research design potentially brings other biases. For 
example, a controlled experiment would be needed, which would reduce external 
validity. Also, and as outlined above, to the researcher’s best knowledge, sponsors 
do not actively practise manipulating people’s entitativity perceptions of concurrent 
sponsors. Hence, scenarios are needed, which outline the concurrent sponsorship 
contexts. In turn, factors such as people’s reading speeds would need to be 
controlled for because the length of time it takes to read a scenario could affect any 
inferences made from people’s reaction times. Finally, a self-reported questionnaire 
is being used as part of this study’s design for reasons previously outlined, which 
rules out obtaining multiple types of data because one person will fill in their 
entitativity perceptions and subsequent sponsor and sponsee evaluations in their 
own time (i.e. the researcher will not be present to collect other types of data such as 
reaction times). Consequently point 2 is ruled out. Point 3 can be ruled out because 
the context of entitativity suggests that online evaluations are made, as opposed to 
memory based evaluations. As such, it is reasonable to assume that any 
measurements taken over time within an entitative context are likely to decay as time 
passes. At present it is unknown for how long any outcomes of people’s entitativity 
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perceptions in concurrent sponsorship contexts last for. Hence, it is important to 
capture people’s evaluations as close to the time as possible from when people first 
process the concurrent sponsorship contexts (i.e. the scenarios). 
 
Within the self-reported questionnaire part of a factorial survey design, CMV bias 
may occur because of artifactual covariation. For example, CMV may occur because 
of issues such as the same respondents being used (meaning any defect in the 
source can contaminate both constructs’ measures) or because respondents’ have 
an urge to maintain a consistent line when answering a self-reporting questionnaire 
(known as consistency motif) (Podsakoff & Organ 1986). Neither of these issues can 
be overcome in the current study.   
 
However, it is still possible to reduce the chances of CMV bias through a well-
designed self-reported questionnaire that utilises good measures. Specifically, 
Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggest that common-scale anchors are particularly prone to 
CMV bias. “This belief is based on the notion that repeated contact with a single 
format and/or anchor will reduce cognitive processing and thus encourage straight-
line responding” (Rindfleisch et al. 2008, p. 263). Hence, to reduce the potential of 
CMV, some questions used Likert scales which people answered using radio 
buttons, other questions used Likert scales which could only be answered by clicking 
on dropdown menus, and other questions asked respondents to enter data. The use 
of multiple data entry methods should help break up any pattern that people may fall 
into when answering questions and hence reduce CMV bias. That said, feedback 
during the debriefing analysis stage suggested that the use of dropdown menus was 
cumbersome for respondents and that radio buttons should be used throughout the 
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questionnaire instead (see ‘ 4.7.1 Debriefing’). It was therefore decided that the 
questionnaire would only use radio buttons for measures that utilised Likert scales so 
as to increase the chances that respondents would complete the entire questionnaire 
after reading the respective scenarios (the adapted questionnaire used in the main 
study can be seen in Appendix 3).   
 
The use of a similar format for many of the questions in the questionnaire (i.e. Likert 
scales utilising radio buttons) is considered acceptable in this study (despite the 
potential risk to CMV bias) because other procedures are followed to reduce the 
likelihood of CMV bias. Specifically, as well as some questions still needing people 
to enter data (as opposed to clicking on a radio button) multi-item measures were 
also used wherever possible. This is because multi-item measures are expected to 
reduce CMV (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Also, respondents are people who are high in 
educational attainment (namely university students), which reduces the likelihood of 
acquiescence bias occurring compared to if respondents were low in educational 
attainment (cf. Rindfleisch et al. (2008)). Item ambiguity was also addressed through 
pre-testing. Specifically, items were adapted if they were considered ambiguous 
during debriefing and protocoling analysis (please see below). Finally, informing 
respondents that their answers are treated anonymously and that there are no right 
or wrong answers, but that it is important that responses are given as honestly as 
possible, is expected to reduce evaluation apprehension and therefore potential 
CMV bias (Podsakoff et al. 2003). This was added to the introduction part of the 
research instrument. Hence a number of data-based solutions are implemented in 
this study to help reduce CMV. 
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4.5.2 Missing data 
 
Another thing that researchers should be aware of is missing data. Missing data can 
cause challenges for a researcher, especially on the analysis, interpretation and 
generalisability stages of a study (cf. Hair et al. (2010)). Furthermore, if missing data 
is found, it is important to understand why it has occurred so that appropriate action 
can be taken. These actions are different, depending upon the assumptions made as 
to why there is missing data. For example, missing data may have occurred due to a 
respondent’s lack of knowledge or that a particular subsample may have been 
unwilling to answer specific questions (Hair et al. 2010). If a particular subsample is 
unwilling to answer questions on the survey then their motives for doing this should 
be different than their motives for not answering due to fatigue. It is therefore 
important to minimise subject fatigue so that this factor can be eliminated as a 
potential reason for any missing data. Missing data is not expected to be a problem 
in this study because of the nature of Qualtrics. More specifically, responses can be 
forced thus ensuring that all questions are answered. 
 
4.6  Sampling 
 
According to Churchill and Iacobucci (2005), there are six major procedures to follow 
when drawing a sample from the population: 
1. Defining the target population 
2. Identifying the sampling frame 
3. Selecting a sampling procedure 
4. Determining the sample size 
5. Selecting the sample elements 
6. Collecting the data from the designated elements 
 
These will now be discussed in turn. 
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4.6.1 Defining the target population 
 
The first stage involves defining the target population. For the purposes of this study, 
the target population was citizens of the British Isles (The United Kingdom and the 
Republic of Ireland). The total population of this region is just under 70 million 
people: By mid-2013, 64.1 million people were living in the United Kingdom (Office of 
National Statistics ), and by April 2013, 4.6 million people were living in the Republic 
of Ireland (Central Statistics Office ). Greater rationale for choosing citizens of the 
British Isles can be found in Chapter 5. 
  
4.6.2 Identifying the sample frame 
 
The second stage involves identifying the sampling frame. A sampling frame is “[a] 
representation of the elements of the target population that consists of a list or set of 
directions for identifying the target population” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 734). 
Representations of the elements can include a phone book or a database of 
household names or registered voters for example. However, “there is rarely a 
perfect correspondence between the sampling frame and the target population of 
interest…One of the researcher’s more creative tasks in sampling is developing an 
appropriate sampling frame when the list of population elements is not readily 
available” which sometimes includes sampling a geographical area (Churchill & 
Iacobucci 2005, p. 324). 
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The sampling frame used in this study is university-owned listservs. “[A] listserv is a 
way to automatically direct a message to a list of individuals simultaneously” (Piburn 
& Middleton 1998, p. 63). The listservs allow the researcher to send communication 
to the university’s students. That said, the listservs are run by other departments’ 
administrators within the university. This limits the researcher’s control in determining 
how the third party sends out communications, how many communications it sends 
out at a time, and who specifically receives the communication. 
 
4.6.3 Selecting the sampling procedure 
 
The next stage is to select the sampling procedure. There are two broad procedures 
identified: non-probability sampling and probability sampling. Non-probability 
sampling does “not use chance selection procedures but rather rel[ies] on the 
personal judgement of the researcher” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 731). According to 
Churchill and Iacobucci (2005), there are three main types of non-probability sample 
techniques: convenience sampling, judgement sampling (also known as purposive 
sampling), and quota sampling. In convenience sampling, cases are chosen based 
on the fact that they are easiest to obtain (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2012). In 
judgement sampling, “the population elements are purposely selected based on the 
judgement of the researcher” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 729). Quota sampling 
attempts “to ensure that the sample is representative by selecting sample elements 
in such a way that the proportion possessing a certain characteristic is approximately 
the same as the proportion in the population” (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005, p. 328). 
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Conversely, in probability sampling “each element of the population has a fixed 
[nonzero] probabilistic chance of being selected for the sample” (Malhotra & Birks 
2006, p. 733). Therefore for pure probability sampling to occur the probability of 
selection must be known. There are four basic probability sampling techniques: 
simple random, systematic random, stratified, and cluster (Saunders, Lewis & 
Thornhill 2012). In simple random sampling “each element has a known and equal 
probability of selection. Every element is selected independently of every other 
element, and the sample is drawn from a random procedure from a sampling frame” 
(Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 735). 
 
Systematic random sampling involves giving a unique number to each element in a 
sampling frame, randomly choosing the first element, and then using a sampling 
fraction to determine the next element to choose (the sampling fraction is calculated 
by dividing the actual sample size by the total population. If the sampling fraction 
equals 1/3 then every third element would be chosen) (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 
2012). 
 
Stratified sampling has two important components associated with it. First, the 
population is divided into mutually exclusive and exhaustive subsets. Second, 
random sampling occurs in each subset (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). 
 
Finally cluster sampling is similar to stratified sampling but the population is divided 
into discrete sub-populations (Malhotra & Birks 2006). 
 
For the purpose of this study, a simple random sample of students was the chosen 
sampling procedure. Attempting to obtain a random sample occurred through trying 
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to gain a census of all students across the university (through the use of listservs), 
thus meaning all students having an equal probability of being selected to answer 
the questionnaire. 
 
4.6.4 Determining the sample size 
 
A suitable sample size of the target population is necessary for appropriate 
conclusions to be drawn from the research. Hair et al. (2010) state that when using 
multiple regression, the number of observations relative to the number of 
independent variables should never fall below a 5-to-1 ratio. However, a more 
desirable ratio would be to have 15 or 20 observations for every independent 
variable as this would make the results more representative of the sample and 
therefore more generalizable (Hair et al. 2010). Meanwhile Spector (1991) suggests 
that data be collected from between 100 and 200 respondents. However, if Structural 
Equation Modelling (SEM) is being used, Hair et al., (2010) state that there are five 
points to think about when sample sizes are being considered: 
1. Multivariate normality: an accepted ratio of respondents to parameters 
increases to 15:1 when the data deviates from the assumed multivariate 
normality. 
2. Estimation technique: in general, a sample size of 200 is recommended if 
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) is used. MLE is the most common SEM 
estimation procedure. 
3. Model complexity: in general, larger sample sizes are needed when models 
become more complex. This can include: having more constructs, the 
constructs having less than three measured/indicator variables or if multigroup 
analysis is taking place. 
4. Amount of missing data: although there are techniques to overcome the 
challenges associated with missing data, one technique is to increase the 
sample size because having more respondents should result in a greater 
number of completed questionnaires. 
5. Average error variance of indicators: studies show that as the unobserved 
constructs begin to explain less variance in the measured items, larger sample 
sizes are needed. 
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As indicated above the listservs used to draw the sample were operated by third 
parties (administrators from the relevant departments). Consequently, it was 
impossible to determine how many students received an email with a link to the 
online questionnaire. To overcome this drawback, data were collected until at least 
200 responses were received. 
 
 
4.6.5 Selecting the sample elements: appropriateness of student responses 
 
 
Data were collected for this study from students at a mid-sized university in the UK. 
Using students in this study is appropriate for three reasons.  
 
First, students are suitable to use when theory is being tested (Calder, Phillips & 
Tybout 1981). This is due to theories being universal in their scope, which means 
that any respondent group can be used to test theories (Kruglanski 1973, Webster & 
Kervin 1971). Students are also a relatively homogeneous (sub)population. Calder, 
Phillips and Tybout (1981) argue that homogeneous groups are more desirable 
when testing theories because (a) more precise predictions can be made when 
homogeneous groups are used. This is because there is a reduction in the variability 
of the group’s behaviour; and (b) the reduction in the variation of a group’s 
characteristics decreases the likelihood of making false conclusions about the 
covariations of the constructs under investigation. In other words, heterogeneous 
groups can be a threat to statistical conclusion validity (Cook & Campbell 1976). 
Statistical conclusion validity “refers to inferences about the magnitude, significance, 
and power of estimates of covariation and effects” (Sussmann & Robertson 1986, p. 
461). Following Calder, Phillips and Tybout (1981), a homogeneous group – such as 
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students – should be sought to allow for greater certainty that any significant 
covariances found between the constructs is due to the underpinning theories. 
 
Second, students are a suitable (sub)population to draw from when investigating the 
application effects of a model (Calder, Phillips & Tybout 1981). If the goal is to 
understand relationships in real-world situations (effects application as opposed to 
theory testing), it is important that respondents match the individuals or groups that 
are found in such settings (Calder, Phillips & Tybout 1981). Students are “significant 
consumers and users of sport” (Ross, James & Vargas 2006, p. 265), so 
investigating their perceptions and their outcomes of concurrent sponsors’ entitativity 
within a sporting context is appropriate. Furthermore, Calder, Phillips and Tybout 
(1981, p. 199) also acknowledge that the sampling needed to match such real-world 
situations is usually unfeasible and therefore a study which is replicated “with 
different subgroups of the target population” is a good method to overcome this 
issue. 
 
 
Third, the research instrument in this study is online. This may exclude certain parts 
of society (for example older members of society) that do not have access to the 
internet or do not know how to use it (Dillman 2011). However, the use of an online 
questionnaire is not considered to be a problem in this study because modern day 
graduates are expected to be computer literate (Isherwood n.d., cited in: The 
Guardian 2014), meaning they should know how to access an online questionnaire. 
This should be particular true for the university used in this study as 87% of its 2012 
graduates have a job or are undertaking further study, with 76% in ‘higher graduate’ 
occupations compared to a national average of 64% (Complete University Guide 
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
     
 
PAGE 214 
 
2015). Hence, it is expected that nearly all students will be computer literate and 
therefore an email/online questionnaire is accessible to them. 
 
 
4.7 Collecting the data: pretesting 
 
 
4.7.1 Debriefing 
 
 
Before the main study was undertaken, pretesting of the research instrument took 
place. First, the online research instrument was sent to four marketing and 
sponsorship academics for debriefing purposes. Debriefing involves receiving 
feedback from respondents after they have completed the questionnaire to gain 
insights into (Tull & Hawkins 1993): 
 
 Why they answered each question the way that they did; 
 What each question meant to them; 
 Describe any problems or uncertainties that they had whilst completing the 
questionnaire. 
 
The feedback from the academics highlighted two things that should be considered. 
First, the importance of focusing on (at least) one sponsor within the concurrent 
sponsorship setting was raised. This fits in with the researcher’s previous rationale 
for focusing on a focal concurrent sponsor. Second, it was suggested that the choice 
of dropdown menus to display some of the questions was cumbersome. There were 
two reasons for originally using dropdown menus: (a) to decrease the chances of 
CMV by breaking up people’s ‘pattern’ of answering (consistency motif); and (b) to 
keep the width of the online questionnaire-part of the instrument smaller than the 
width of smaller computer screens. Specifically two dropdown menus were placed 
side by side so that respondents could compare official providers with official 
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financers. The width of two dropdown boxes placed side by side is smaller than the 
width of two radio button-type questions (i.e. questions which showed the full 7-point 
Likert scale), placed side by side. This meant that the overall width of the 
questionnaire was shorter. However, feedback suggested that the use of radio 
buttons would be more user-friendly. As a result of the feedback, the questionnaire 
was changed so that it included radio buttons because the researcher decided that it 
was better to make the questionnaire more user-friendly for respondents than to 
reduce the risk of respondents dropping out and not completing the questionnaire. 
Other data-based and analytical solutions were implemented to try and reduce CMV. 
 
 
4.7.2 Protocol analysis 
 
 
Five students at the university were used for protocol analysis. Protocol analysis 
involves respondents ‘thinking aloud’ during questionnaire completion whilst the 
researcher notes down any points of confusion which may arise (Tull & Hawkins 
1993). On the whole, the students stated that they understood the questionnaire and 
the concurrent sponsorship vignettes. However, there were some suggestions given. 
 
For example, the students struggled with two items from the entitativity measure. 
One item stated, “This group of event sponsors… ...really do form a group” and the 
second item stated, “This group of event sponsors… ...qualify as a ‘group’”. These 
two items were subsequently changed to, “This group of event sponsors… 
...represents a group more than it does a collection of individual sponsors” and “This 
group of event sponsors… ...qualifies as a group more than it does a collection of 
individual sponsors” respectively. The students who stated that the original items 
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didn’t make complete sense to them stated that the adaptations did make sense. 
Some students also struggled with the introduction given before capturing each focal 
concurrent sponsor’s sincerity. Specifically, the original ‘lead-in’ to the sincerity items 
stated, “I feel that the sponsor of the respective event…” but the students were not 
quite sure which sponsor and which event to consider together. Hence, the ‘lead-in’ 
to the sincerity items was changed to, “I feel that each event’s named sponsor…” 
was used and the specific event name mentioned above the associated Likert scale. 
This adaptation made sense to the students. A couple of students didn’t understand 
the last item of sponsee equity. Specifically, the word ‘more’ in the item, “…will 
increase my watching of the event more” confused them. Hence this was changed to 
“…will increase my watching of the event”, which appeared to be understood. 
 
The biggest change to the research instrument as a result of protocoling analysis 
came from how ‘attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship’ was asked. Previously, 
all items for this measure began with the respective statement and then ended with 
‘…’, followed by the statement “…in the [event]” (National Provincial Championship 
or European Games). However, the students suggested that this wasn’t as clear as 
having ‘…’ at the beginning of an item (as was used in the majority of the other 
questions in the research instrument) because they had to search for where the 
event name was in the question. As a result of this feedback the items were adapted 
slightly so that ‘…’ led into the statements as opposed to being at the end. For 
example, instead of an item stating, “I feel positive about sponsorship…” “…in the 
[event]”, the item was adapted to “The way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored…” “…means I feel positive about sponsorship”. The specific event was 
named at the top of the associated Likert scale so that respondents could see which 
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event was being talked about. Feedback suggested this was a better idea than 
leaving the original items as they were. 
 
Table 12 outlines all of the measures together, alongside any adaptations that took 
place during the debriefing/protocol stages.
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Table 12: Tables outlining the variables and items that were used during the pre-test and main study 
Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Entitativity This group of event sponsors… 
 ...really do form a group* 
 ...is as “one” 
 ...has no divisions and fractures 
 …is cohesive 
 …is like a single entity 
 ...is like a unified whole 
 …is a 'tightly-knit' group 
 ...qualify as a ‘group’** 
 
 (Voci 2006) 
 (Sani 2005) 
 (Sani 2005) 
 (Sani 2005) 
 (Sani 2005) 
 (Sani 2005) 
 (Sani, Bowe & Herrera 2007) 
 (Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a) 
After protocoling adapted to: 
*...represents a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
 
 
**...qualifies as a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
Then retained for pilot study and main study 
 
Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Sponsee 
Equity 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of the 
respective event… 
…increases my chances of attending the 
event in the future 
…would probably make me follow the 
event more 
…will increase my likelihood of following 
media coverage of the event 
…would increase my likelihood of 
attending the event 
…will increase my watching of the event 
more 
 
 
(Kim, Trail & Ko 2011) 
(Speed & Thompson 2000) 
(Woisetschläger & Michaelis 2012) 
(Walker et al. 2011) 
(Olson 2010) 
After protocoling, heading changed to ‘The 
way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored…’  
 
Most items retained for pilot and main study. 
However, last item adapted slightly with the 
word ‘more’ removed 
 
 
 
…will increase my watching of the event 
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
     
 
PAGE 219 
 
 
Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Purchase 
Intentions 
As a result of this sponsorship … 
…it is likely that I will do business with 
this brand 
…I am likely to buy from this brand 
 …I would consider buying from this 
brand 
…I would purchase from this brand 
 …I am likely to go for this brand 
…I would probably buy from this brand 
 
(Olson 2010) 
(Speed & Thompson 2000) 
(Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006) 
(Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006) 
(Ngan, Prendergast & Tsang 2011) 
(Ngan, Prendergast & Tsang 2011) 
Used items retained for pilot and main study 
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Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Sincerity I feel that the sponsor of the respective 
event…*** 
 …helps to benefit the sport at the 
grassroots level 
 …is involved in the event because it 
believes the event deserves support 
 …has the best interests of the event at 
heart 
 …has goodwill intentions towards the 
event 
 …is going above and beyond 
commercial reasons when sponsoring 
this event 
 …really cares about the event 
 …is willing to extend itself in order to 
help the event 
 …would forgive an honest mistake by 
the event organisers 
 …shows a lot of concern for the event 
 …cares about the event organisers’ 
opinions 
 
 
(Speed & Thompson 2000) 
(Speed & Thompson 2000) 
(Speed & Thompson 2000) 
(Meenaghan 2001b) 
(Messner & Reinhard 2012) 
(Eisenberger et al. 1986) 
(Eisenberger et al. 1986) 
(Eisenberger et al. 1986) 
(Eisenberger et al. 1986) 
(Eisenberger et al. 1986) 
Items retained for pilot and main study but 
after protocoling, top ‘lead-in’ changed to: 
***I feel that each event’s named sponsor… 
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Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Attitude 
towards 
sponsee 
sponsorship 
 
 
 
 
 
I feel positive about sponsorship… 
I look upon sponsorship favourably… 
I think sponsorship is good… 
I like sponsorship… 
Sponsorship appeals to me… 
 
…in the [event] 
 
 
 
 
 
(Simonin & Ruth 1998) 
(Simonin & Ruth 1998) 
(Simonin & Ruth 1998) 
(Lanseng & Olsen 2012) 
(Lanseng & Olsen 2012) 
After protocoling, items slightly adapted for 
pilot study and main study and top changed 
to: 
The way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored… 
 
…means I feel positive about sponsorship 
…means I look upon sponsorship favourably 
…means I think sponsorship is good 
…makes me like sponsorship 
…means sponsorship appeals to me 
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Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Consumer-
brand 
Identificat-
ion with 
sponsor 
 I feel a strong sense of belonging to this 
brand 
 I identify strongly with this brand 
 This brand embodies what I believe in 
 This brand is like a part of me 
 This brand has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
Used items retained for pilot study and main 
study 
 
Measure Adapted items for use in study Source Outcome of measure 
Consumer-
brand 
Identificat-
ion with 
sponsee 
(event) 
 I feel a strong sense of belonging to this 
event 
 I identify strongly with this event 
 This event embodies what I believe in 
 This event is like a part of me 
 This event has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) 
Used items retained for pilot study and main 
study 
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4.7.3 Pilot testing 
 
Once the debriefing and protocol analysis had taken place, pilot testing began. Pilot 
testing involves running a small scale version of the main study (Lee & Lings 2008). 
It is used to check whether the scenarios appear to be understood and whether the 
questionnaire is of a good design. This is indicated by examining whether 
respondents completed the questionnaire and if the results appear valid.  
 
The pilot-study stage involved using four of the eight scenario pairs. Specifically, 
scenario pairs 1, 2, 3 and 4 from Table 3 were used in the pilot study. For reference 
this meant that the following manipulated factors were used in the vignettes: 
Four (of the eight different) scenario pairs used in the pilot study stage 
1  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
2  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
3  OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
4  OFFICIAL FINANCER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = National Provincial Championship 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Nike 
 [PRODUCT] = A1 rugby ball 
 OFFICIAL PROVIDER Scenario 
 [EVENT] = European Games 
 [FOCAL SPONSOR] = Adidas 
 [PRODUCT] = DM Questra shoe 
 
According to the Qualtrics software, one hundred and seven students clicked on the 
link and thirty seven students at the university completed the questionnaire. This 
gives a percentage figure of 34.6% of respondents that completed the questionnaire 
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(it is unknown how many people actually received the questionnaire due to third-
party listservs being used and the researcher not being able to collect this data). No 
apparent issues arose during the pilot-study stage: people answered all of the 
questions asked of them, and more importantly, ‘setting the scene’ for a concurrent 
sponsorship context appears to have worked. Specifically, the minimum number of 
concurrent sponsors imagined to be in an ‘official providers’ context was 2 sponsors, 
with the maximum being 150 (mean = 28.08 sponsors, s.d. = 44.14). Moreover, the 
mean scores for the 8 entitativity items ranged from 3.86 (the 2nd entitativity item, 
“...is as “one””) to 4.972 (the 4th entitativity item, “...is cohesive”). Meanwhile, the 
minimum number of concurrent sponsors imagined to be in the ‘official financers’ 
context was 2 sponsors, with the maximum being 450 (mean = 43.57 sponsors, s.d. 
= 79.19). Moreover, the mean scores for the 8 entitativity items ranged from 3.54 
(the 5th entitativity item, “…is like a single entity”) to 4.32 (the 2nd entitativity item, 
“...is cohesive”). Given that a minimum of 2 sponsors is needed for a concurrent 
sponsorship context to exist (Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 2010), and that the mean 
entitativity items seem to indicate that the scenarios have been written in as neutral a 
way as possible in both contexts, it appears as though the manipulations of 
producing official provider and official financer concurrent sponsorship contexts is 
successful. As the manipulations appear to have worked, and the questionnaire 
appears to gather valid responses, the full eight scenarios were included and the 
main study commenced. 
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4.8 Ensuring a good response rate 
 
Achieving a high response rate is important because this indicates that non-
response bias is not a concern. Non-response bias is “caused when actual 
respondents differ from those who refuse to participate” (Malhotra & Birks 2006, p. 
731). Churchill and Iacobucci (2005) state that it is risky to assume that those who 
have responded are similar to those who haven’t. Having a higher response rate 
should therefore mean that the sample is likely to be more representative of the 
population of interest. 
 
It is still inconclusive as to whether email/online questionnaires produce lower, higher 
or comparable response rates when compared to postal questionnaires (cf. Mavis 
and Brocato (1998)). This would therefore suggest that, on average, a response rate 
from an email/online questionnaire could be considered as having a comparable 
response rate to a postal survey. Postal questionnaires are generally known to have 
low response rates associated with them (e.g. Miller and Salkind (2002)). 
Consequently, a low response rate may be expected from an online questionnaire 
too. That said, relative to other research instruments, questionnaires are generally 
regarded as having a higher response rate associated with them because 
respondents can complete the questionnaires in their own time (Zikmund, Carr & 
Griffin 2012). In turn, this should mean that a relatively good response rate can be 
achieved in this study, when compared to using other data collection techniques, as 
respondents can click on the link and answer the questions when they have time.  
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Techniques can also be implemented to try and increase response rates. For 
example, lower response rates in online questionnaires can be circumvented 
somewhat by advanced notification and reminder emails (Kaplowitz, Hadlock & 
Levine 2004). This is similar to the proposed process used to increase response 
rates in other surveys (Dillman 1978, Fahy 1998). Further suggestions to increase 
response rate include offering an incentive, explaining the value of the research (and 
that it is research as opposed to telesales) and guaranteeing confidentiality (Goritz 
2004, Churchill & Iacobucci 2005).  
 
To enhance response rates in the pilot study, respondents were: 
 informed that the research instrument was for academic research purposes; 
 sent (pre)informational and follow-up emails about the questionnaire for 
(re)prompting purposes (although the researcher had no control over this 
because it was sent through third-party-owned listservs. This meant that the 
researcher did not know how many times the research instrument was sent 
out and to who exactly); 
 entered into a prize draw for the chance to win £100 Amazon vouchers; 
 informed that there were no correct or incorrect answers; and 
 informed that responses were to be kept confidential and anonymised. 
 
The last two points are also expected to help reduce CMV bias (as outlined above) 
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). 
 
4.9 Questionnaire for the main study 
 
The results of the pilot-testing stage suggest that there are no foreseeable problems 
with the questionnaire. Consequently, the same procedures that were followed for 
the pilot study, including response rate enhancement techniques, were also followed 
for the main study but now with eight scenarios in the study as opposed to one 
scenario. Respondents in the main study were randomly allocated to one of the eight 
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manipulated vignette pairs when they clicked on the questionnaire link. The 
questionnaire used in the main study can be found in Appendix 3 (however, only one 
scenario is shown due to the size of the questionnaire. All eight scenario 
combinations can be found in Table 3). 
 
4.10  Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, this chapter outlines the study’s methodology, including the 
justification for undertaking a combination of experimentation and descriptive 
research designs using vignettes and a self-reported online questionnaire. The 
rationale for using scenarios in this study is presented alongside the study’s specific 
measures and procedural remedies which have been followed (or will be during the 
analysis stage) to try and uphold validity in the study. The next chapter will now 
outline the analysis of the main study.  
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Chapter Five: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 
5.1  Introduction 
 
In this chapter, the sample is first described, and this is followed by an explanation of 
the analytical procedures used to test the psychometric properties of the measures 
used, as well as the relationships hypothesised. The results of both of these are then 
presented. 
 
5.2  Many study responses 
 
In total, data from 334 completed questionnaires were collected from a total of 845 
people who clicked on the questionnaire link. This represents 39.5% of respondents 
who clicked on the link actually completing the questionnaire, which is a little higher 
than the 34.6% of respondents who completed the questionnaire during the pilot 
study stage (as outlined previously, it is impossible to know how many people 
actually received the questionnaire because the link was sent out through third-party 
listservs). Questionnaire respondents included people from the British Isles, China, 
The Netherlands, United States of America, Pakistan, and Kazakhstan (Appendix 4: 
Table 40). 
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5.2.1 Homogeneous sample 
 
Before the data were analysed it was important that responses only came from 
respondents who were as culturally homogeneous as possible. This reduced the 
likelihood of making false conclusions about the constructs’ covariations (as 
discussed earlier in Chapter 4) (Calder, Phillips & Tybout 1981). 
 
Four criteria were used to select an appropriate level of respondent-homogeneity for 
the main study: 
(1) Potential differences in perceptions of entitativity or entitativity-related 
constructs due to a person’s culture or country; 
(2) Potential differences in sponsorship-experiences and opinions based on a 
person’s culture or country; 
(3) Removal of respondents whose country was unidentifiable; 
(4) The remaining sample size after (1), (2) and (3) are taken into account. 
 
5.2.2 Differences in perceptions of entitativity or entitativity-related constructs due to 
a person’s culture or country 
 
People’s perceptions and underlying beliefs about social beings are influenced by 
their culture or country (Kashima et al. 2005). This can include how they categorise 
social groups (Spencer-Rodgers, Williams & Peng 2012). Such cultural differences 
are particular obvious when people from Western cultures are compared to people 
from East Asian cultures (Choi, Nisbett & Smith 1997, Menon et al. 1999, Kashima et 
al. 2005). For example, people from China are more likely to perceive social groups 
as more entitative and infer stronger stereotypes about social groups and their 
respective members than Americans do (Spencer-Rodgers et al. 2007b).  
CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
   
 
PAGE 230 
 
 
However, important distinctions are also found within Western cultures. For example, 
Kashima and colleagues' (2005) study found differences in people’s underlying 
beliefs about social groups depending upon where they came from in the Western 
World. Specifically, people from the UK, America and Australia generally perceive 
social groups as having more agency – defined as “the extent to which a social being 
is attributed mental states such as beliefs, desires and intentions” (Kashima et al. 
2005, p. 150) – than people from Continental Europe do (namely Germany and 
Belgium). Kashima and colleagues' (2005) study also found subtle differences 
between the three different English-speaking cultures too. Specially, and in line with 
previous literature (e.g. McConnell, Sherman and Hamilton (1994), McConnell, 
Sherman and Hamilton (1997)) both UK and US citizens perceive higher levels of 
entitativity (measured as consistency) in individuals than in social groups but for 
Australian citizens this was not necessarily true. Meanwhile, Americans tend to 
attribute underlying biological factors to their entitativity perceptions, which is not 
necessarily the case for UK or Australian citizens. 
 
5.2.3 Differences in sponsorship-experiences and opinion based on a person’s 
culture or country 
 
The influence that culture has on sport (and vice versa) is another important factor to 
consider when thinking about a homogeneous sample. This is because culture and 
sport are interdependent (Lüschen 1967). As such, it is not unreasonable to assume 
that different countries’ sports consumers have different experiences and opinions of 
sport and associated sponsorships. Indeed, Marshall and Cook's (1992) study found 
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that only one in eight people’s immediate reaction was to see a difference between 
advertising and sponsorship in the UK and Germany. However, this figure rose to 
one in four people in France. Meanwhile Italians were the least likely to attribute 
goodwill motives to companies that sponsored, whilst the Germans were the most 
likely to, often seeing sport was unviable without sponsors’ help. That said, and in 
sharp contrast to people from the UK, German people also saw sport and its 
associated spectators as significant losers when it came to sponsorship. Specifically, 
German people had reservations about event sponsors’ abilities to interfere with the 
timing of certain sporting events. As Marshall and Cook (1992, p. 157) put it, “It 
seems that whilst Germans are rational as regards the necessity for sponsorship, 
they are more emotional and forceful about its downsides.” 
 
In sum, previous studies have demonstrated that culture influences people’s 
perceptions of social groups as well as their beliefs about and experiences of sports 
sponsorships. Therefore, to maintain high respondent-homogeneity, the researcher 
decided that only people born in a country from the British Isles should be retained. It 
is acknowledged that there are slight (perceived) differences between each country’s 
individual cultures within the UK (cf. e.g. Condor (2006), Abell, Condor and 
Stevenson (2006)). However, it is also presumed that these differences are minimal 
when compared to respondents who were born outside of a country from the British 
Isles. The major reason for treating UK respondents as being homogeneous is 
based on the work of Hofstede who treats the UK as a single entity. The reason for 
including Irish respondents in the retained sample is due to both citizens’ similar 
sporting experiences of major sporting events. These two points will be discussed in 
more detail below. 
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5.2.4 British Isles: Hofstede’s 5-D model 
 
To examine the belief that respondents from the British Isles are homogeneous to 
one another, Hofstede’s 5-D model (Hofstede n.d.) was used, whereby UK and Irish 
cultures were compared. The two cultures were also related to the Chinese culture to 
examine the relative difference between Ireland and the UK when compared to a 
non-Western country. China was chosen as the comparison country because the 
next highest number of survey respondents came from it: in total there were 4 
respondents who stated that they were from China, with this number rising to 6 
respondents if people from Hong Kong are included as being part of China as well. 
 
Figure 2 indicates that the United Kingdom and Ireland appear to have relatively 
homogeneous cultures. The only noticeable differences between these two cultures 
appear to be on the Individualism and Long term Orientation dimensions. Cultures 
high in individualism tend to have societies in which individuals only take care of 
themselves and their immediate families whilst cultures low in individualism (but high 
in collectivism) tend to have societies in which individuals would take care of 
extended families and other close members of society (Hofstede n.d.). Long term 
orientation is concerned with how societies prioritise the traditions of the past with 
the challenges of the future. High scores represent a desire to maintain tradition 
whilst low scores represent a more pragmatic approach whereby societies embrace 
the need to prepare for times ahead (Hofstede n.d.). That said, it is important to 
examine the differences in Individualism and Long term orientation between the 
cultures of the United Kingdom and Ireland within the broader context of ‘other’ 
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cultures. An examination of all of the cultural dimensions between the UK and 
Ireland appear minimal when compared to the Chinese culture. 
 
Figure 2: Comparison of Hofstede’s 5 dimensions 
 
 
5.2.5 British Isles: similar sporting experiences 
 
It was also further believed that respondents who came from the British Isles would 
also have similar major sporting event experiences (and thus similar sponsorship 
experiences in these contexts) too. This was investigated by examining sports-
consumption behaviour in both countries. Specifically, the most popular televised 
sports broadcasts of 2012 were examined in both the UK and Ireland. Eleven of the 
20 most-watched UK broadcasts were either the London 2012 Games or Euro 2012 
Finals (Bard, cited in: Conlan 2012), whilst eight of the 20 most-watched Irish sports 
broadcasts of 2012 also involved the London 2012 Olympic Games or the Euro 2012 
Finals (although there was a home-nation-bias towards watching Irish competitors by 
the Irish public) (Raidió Teilifís Éireann 2013). Furthermore, 14 of the 20 most 
CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
   
 
PAGE 234 
 
watched sports broadcasts in Ireland were in competitions that involved at least one 
other UK nation competing in it (namely London 2012, Euro 2012, RBS Six Nations 
and the Football World Cup qualifiers). Similarly, an examination of Ireland’s 2013 
and 2014 most watched sports programmes indicate similar viewing habits. In 2013, 
the Six Nations rugby union competition (4 games), the FIFA World Cup qualifying (4 
games), and the rugby union autumn internationals (1 game), were all placed 
amongst Ireland’s top 20 most watched sports broadcasts (Raidió Teilifís Éireann 
2014). In 2014 the FIFA Football World Cup in Brazil (5 games, including the 
Uruguay versus England game), the Six Nations rugby union competition (5 games), 
the UEFA European championship qualifiers (2 games), and the rugby union autumn 
internationals (1 game) were in the country’s top 20 most watched games (Raidió 
Teilifís Éireann 2015). In summary, there appears to be a strong overlap between 
the UK’s and Irish’s citizens’ sporting consumption behaviour of major sporting 
events which suggests sporting experience homogeneity between the two countries 
exists. 
 
5.2.6 Remaining sample size 
 
The removal of respondents who did not come from the British Isles left a final 
sample size of 272. This figure is well above the recommended 200 responses 
needed for Structural Equation Modelling (Kelloway 1998, Hair et al. 2010). 
 
The remaining sample consisted of 147 males (54%) and 125 females (46%), with a 
mean (median) age of 29.0 (21) years. The highest number of respondents came 
from Business and Economics (17.6% of the total retained responses), followed by 
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the Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences (16.9%) and then Geography (10.3%). 
Table 13 outlines the full breakdown of respondents by department. 
 
Table 13: Breakdown of respondents by department 
Department 
Number of 
respondents from 
specific department 
Respondent 
percentage from 
each department 
Business and Economics 48 17.6 
Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences 46 16.9 
Geography 28 10.3 
Electronic, Electrical and Systems Engineering 27 9.9 
Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering 20 7.4 
Civil and Building Engineering 19 7.0 
Social Sciences 16 5.9 
Chemical Engineering 14 5.1 
Chemistry 12 4.4 
Mathematical Sciences 11 4.0 
Computer Science 9 3.3 
Design 8 2.9 
English and Drama 7 2.6 
Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering 5 1.8 
Information Science 1 .4 
Physics 1 .4 
  
5.2.7 Checking for non-response bias 
 
Non-response bias occurs when respondents differ to those who have not completed 
the questionnaire (Malhotra & Birks 2006). Checking for non-response bias is 
important because it can impact upon a researcher’s ability to generalise the results. 
Non-response bias can be checked by following the test of Armstrong and Overton 
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(1977). A time-trend method is undertaken whereby early respondents are compared 
to late respondents to see whether any significant differences between early and late 
responses exist. The rationale behind this is that late respondents are more likely to 
represent non-responders (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). Therefore if any differences 
are found between early and late respondents it could suggest that non-response 
bias has occurred. 
 
Conducting this test for this study is particularly challenging due to the use of third-
party-owned listservs. Specifically, no information is available on how many times 
the third parties sent out information about the questionnaire, to whom on each 
occasion, and how long it took for the link to the questionnaire to be sent out after 
the initial request. This means it is not possible to determine how ‘early’ or ‘late’ a 
response is. Specifically, 4 emails about the questionnaire were sent out to various 
departments’ administrators – a pre-notification, the questionnaire and two follow-
ups, however, it is possible that, for example, a respondent (Respondent A) may 
have only received the third email. In this context, it would appear as though this 
respondent answered the questionnaire ‘later’ because his or her responses would 
be captured by the online questionnaire software programme (Qualtrics) at a later 
point in time when compared to somebody who responded after the second email 
was sent out (Respondent B). However, it is unclear whether Respondent B 
answered straight away or waited a while before answering. Similarly, Respondent B 
may have responded after the third email was sent out but before Respondent A had 
received his or her ‘first’ email. The way in which responses are collected by 
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Qualtrics would again mean that Respondent B is seen to have answered the 
questionnaire earlier when in fact a follow-up email was necessary. 
 
Notwithstanding the challenges of determining whether non-response bias can be 
ascertained in this study, Armstrong and Overton's (1977) test was conducted twice. 
It was originally conducted on the initial set of descriptive data (respondents’ ages 
and years living in the UK) before the first follow-up email notification was sent to the 
third parties (so that the third parties could then send the notification on through the 
listservs). In total 52 respondents answered the questionnaire after the first 
notification was sent and so the researcher decided to compare the first and last 20 
respondents. The reason for leaving approximately 25% of the respondents (12 
respondents) out of the test was to try and separate the two groups (early and late 
respondents) as much as possible (so as to increase the likelihood that late 
respondents represent non-respondents when compared to early respondents) 
whilst at the same time have enough respondents remaining within each group to 
make a comparison. Independent t-tests were conducted and no significant 
differences were found between early respondents’ and late respondents’ ages or 
length of time they have lived in the UK (see Appendix 5: Table 41). The non-
response bias test was then conducted on the first 52 respondents (treated as early 
respondents) and the last 52 respondents (treated as late respondents). Once more, 
there were no significant differences found between the groups (see Appendix 5: 
Table 42). 
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In sum, it appears as though non-response bias is not of concern in this study. That 
said, it is also acknowledged that the tests undertaken to check for non-response 
bias (namely Armstrong and Overton (1977)) are based on the assumption that 
every respondent received the same number of email notifications and received 
them at the same time. In addition, it is a test that has received some criticism. 
 
5.3  Analysis of data 
 
The statistical software package, IBM SPSS Statistics 20, was used to combine and 
compare the different sponsorship scenarios for each sponsorship type as well as for 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Exploratory factor analysis is “an 
interdependence technique…whose primary purpose is to define the underlying 
structure among the variables in the analysis” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 94), and test for 
unidimensionality of constructs. More specifically, EFA has three main uses (Field 
2009): (a) it helps understand the structure of a set of variables; (b) it helps construct 
a questionnaire to measure an underlying variable; and (c) it reduces a data set to a 
more manageable size by grouping together measured items, whilst still maintaining 
as much of the original information as possible. 
 
The statistical package, Lisrel 8.71 was then used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). CFA is often used in data analysis 
to examine a priori beliefs about a construct’s items (cf. Hurley et al. (1997)). These 
a priori beliefs are based on a theoretical underpinning about a construct. It is this 
theoretical underpinning which differentiates CFA from EFA. In EFA a factor’s 
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underlying structure is determined by statistical methods and is primarily a data-
driven approach (Byrne 2005).  
 
Both EFA and CFA are used in this study because EFA allows a researcher to 
identify factors, and to see which items load onto non-hypothesised factors (Hurley 
et al. 1997, Kelloway 1998), which cross-load onto multiple factors, and which do not 
load significantly onto any factor. These can then be used to inform the CFA. 
 
Finally, SEM is used to examine “patterns of covariance observed among the study 
variables” (Kelloway 1998, p. 8). However, as SEM follows on from CFA, the 
relationships between the variables used in SEM are also built on theoretical 
foundations. As such, SEM allows a researcher to infer causal relationships between 
the model’s constructs when significant relationships are found. 
 
5.3.1 Combining different scenarios 
 
As previously mentioned, eight different scenarios were produced for each type of 
sponsorship (official providers and official financers). It was therefore important to 
check whether significant differences were found between the scenarios. 
Nonsignificant differences would indicate that (non)significant relationships found 
later on during the analysis stage were unlikely to be the result of the specific 
ordering of the sponsorship type (respondents reading the official providers scenario 
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first or second), or the specific focal concurrent sponsor or sponsee used in the 
vignettes.  
 
A Kruskal-Wallis test was performed on the constructs (which measured the factors 
of interest) across the eight official provider and eight official financer scenarios to 
check whether there were any significant differences between the constructs’ items 
depending upon which scenario a respondent read. A Kruskal-Wallis test examines 
whether there are significant differences between three or more independent 
samples (Field 2009). For the most part, the null hypothesis could be retained for all 
items measured in both the different official providers sponsorship scenarios and the 
official financer sponsorship scenarios. However, in some cases significant 
differences were found. 
 
Specifically, between all of the official provider scenarios there were significant 
differences found between one item of the entitativity construct, and two items in the 
focal sponsor sincerity construct (Table 14). However, the nonsignificance between 
these two constructs’ other items, as well as between all of the other constructs’ 
items, suggests the significant differences found in the official provider scenarios 
may be down to chance. Consequently these items are retained. 
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Table 14: Kruskal-Wallis results for Official Providers 
Construct Name in ‘Official 
Provider’ scenarios (number of items 
found to be significantly different 
between scenarios out of total number 
of items in construct) 
Items with significant differences 
between them (significance levels) 
Entitativity of sponsors (1 of 8 items) OPENTIT7 (p =.008) 
Focal sponsor sincerity (2 of 10 items) OPSIN1 (p = .022)  
OpSIN9 (p = .028) 
 
When an examination of the different official financer scenarios is undertaken 
significant differences are found between four items of the sponsee identification 
construct, one item in the attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship construct, and 
one item in the focal sponsor sincerity construct (Table 15). 
 
Table 15: Kruskal-Wallis results for Official Financers 
Construct Name in ‘Official 
Financer’ scenarios (number of items 
found to be significantly different 
between scenarios out of total number 
of items in construct) 
Items with significant differences 
between them (significance levels) 
Identification with the sponsee (4 out 
of 5 items) 
OFEVID1 (p =.008) 
OFEVID2 (p =.001) 
OFEVID3 (p =.008) 
OFEVID4 (p =.001) 
Attitude towards the sponsee 
sponsorship (1 out of 5 items) 
OFLSPO1 (p = .019)  
Focal sponsor sincerity (1 of 10 items) OFSIN6 (p = .047)  
 
Following the same argument as in the official provider context above, the 
nonsignificance between the other items in both the attitude towards the sponsee 
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sponsorship and the focal sponsor sincerity construct across the eight scenarios, 
indicates that the significant differences found here could be down to chance. As 
such, these items are also retained. 
 
However, the significant differences found across the eight scenarios for four of the 
five items measuring people’s identification with a sponsee, is of concern. The 
significant differences suggest that, whilst people were randomly allocated to a 
specific scenario, this random allocation didn’t materialise in an even distribution of 
varying sponsee identification levels across the eight scenarios. This is a limitation of 
the study. That said, there are two reasons why this limitation is a minor concern. 
First, identification with a sponsee is a control in this study. Therefore its influence on 
the model’s main constructs is not the primary focus of the study. Second, each 
scenario asked questions about people’s identification with a sponsee as well as 
people’s sponsee equity evaluations. Therefore, people are answering these two 
questions based on the specific scenario they have read. Meanwhile identification 
with a sponsee is a control for sponsee equity in the study’s model. Therefore, when 
all of the responses from each scenario are collapsed together, people’s respective 
evaluations are still connected to the scenario they were presented with. The 
nonsignificance of the other items in the eight different scenarios suggests that a 
specific scenario has little to do with how people answered questions. In turn, any 
link found between people’s identification with a sponsee and their sponsee equity 
evaluations is also unlikely to be because of the specific scenario they read. Hence, 
it is argued that the identification with a sponsee control can still be used because it 
is connected to specific respondents’ responses in each respective scenario. 
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In conclusion, a general lack of significant differences found between most of the 
constructs’ items in each scenario suggests that, on the whole, the scenarios 
themselves play little to no part in any relationships found between the constructs. 
More specifically, it is argued that the scenario ordering, the specific focal sponsor, 
the sponsee, and the sponsor product are not behind people’s responses to the 
questions asked. Any significant differences found between items in the eight 
scenarios can be put down to chance or to the fact that the variable is not a main 
focus of the study (i.e. a control). In turn, this means that the responses from each 
scenario can be collapsed to form one overall set of responses (Appendix 6: Table 
43 and Table 44 show the full results of the Kruskal-Wallis test for the official 
providers and official financers scenarios).  
 
5.4  Factor analysis 
 
5.4.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
 
EFA is undertaken in this study to examine the structure of a set of variables and to 
give an initial indication of the grouping of the measured items. Specifically, EFA is 
used to check whether the constructs’ items load onto the factors they are supposed 
to (i.e. the constructs themselves) and do not load onto factors they are not 
supposed to (i.e. other constructs). 
 
EFA involves extracting underlying factors. There are two main extraction techniques 
to consider when undertaking factor analysis: Principal component factoring (PCF) 
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and principal axis factoring (PAF). PCF assumes that all of a variable’s variance is 
accounted for by the retained measures, which represent that respective variable. A 
researcher’s goal in using this technique is simply data reduction (Byrne 2005). PAF, 
on the other hand, assumes that a variable consists of both a common part, which is 
estimated from the variable’s respective measures, and a unique part, which has not 
been measured (Sharma 1995, Warner 2008). In other words, PAF assumes that 
variables are part of latent constructs, which cannot be measured directly (Byrne 
2005). However, Field (2009) also notes that the unique parts could be random 
variance too. Importantly though, many researchers use the PAF technique because 
it “assumes an implicit underlying factor model” (Sharma 1995, p. 108), which helps 
researchers focus on the structure of the data (Byrne 2005). 
 
Only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were extracted. This is known as the 
Kaiser criterion (Kaiser 1960). Eigenvalues represent the total variance that is 
explained by each factor (Malhotra & Birks 2006) and eigenvalues of 1 and above 
are believed to represent a sizeable amount of that variance (Field 2009). In 
contrast, eigenvalues below 0.4 were suppressed because such low values are 
considered to represent little correlation between the corresponding items (Stevens 
2009). 
 
In order to improve the interpretability of the factors, rotation usually occurs. Rotation 
involves maximising the loadings of a variable on one factor and minimising them on 
the other factors (Field 2009). There are two broad forms of rotation. The first 
rotations are known as orthogonal (e.g. varimax) rotations. These treat different 
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constructs as being independent of one another, meaning that there is no correlation 
between them. The second rotations are known as oblique rotations (e.g. direct 
oblimin). These assume that there is some correlation between the constructs and 
hence factors are not treated as orthogonal to one another (Sharma 1995). Some 
academics believe that orthogonal rotation should never be used when using data 
involving humans because the chances of having no correlation between the two 
constructs is virtually impossible. Direct Oblimin is the preferred rotation method 
because there are theoretical grounds for believing that the constructs are related to 
each other (Field 2009). 
 
In general, a 5-to-1 rule should be followed when considering the number of 
responses relative to the number of items being analysed (Hair et al. 2010). This 
means that for every item under investigation, there should be at least five 
responses. If this is not possible, then two or more factor analyses may be needed. 
In total there were 44 items put into the EFA. This equates to 6.18 responses for 
every item, meaning that the 5-to-1 rule is not violated. 
 
5.4.2 EFA results 
 
When undertaking EFA, the first thing to examine is Bartlett’s test of sphericity. This 
tests whether the correlation matrix is an identity matrix or not. If the test is 
significant, it means that the matrix is not an identity matrix and therefore there are 
correlations between the different variable items (as seen by the non-zero value on 
the off-diagonal elements in the matrix). As such, it would be appropriate for 
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structure detection to be inferred through factor analysis (Field 2009). Bartlett’s test 
of sphericity is significant for this study’s EFA in both the Official Provider context 
and the Official Financer context (both ps < .001). 
 
The second thing to examine is the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy. A high KMO – indicated by a score of 0.6 or above – suggests that a high 
proportion of the variance in the variables is explained by the underlying factors (Hair 
et al. 2010). The KMO in this study is .893 for Official Providers and .899 for Official 
Financers, indicating that a high level of variance is explained by the measures in 
each sponsorship type setting. 
 
The third thing to consider is the ‘sums of squared loadings’ and the number of 
factors extracted from the data set. Sums of squared loadings represent the 
eigenvalues that are greater than 1 (and hence an assumed underlying factor), and 
are often expressed as a cumulative percentage of the variance explained (Field 
2009). 
 
5.4.2.1 Official providers: sums of squared loadings 
 
The EFA extracted a ‘sums of squared loadings’ cumulative percentage of 73.331% 
for the Official Providers. This means that 73.331% of the total variance found in the 
44 items can be explained by the number of factors extracted from these items. In 
total there were 8 factors extracted. However, there were 7 constructs assumed to 
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be measured (entitativity, sponsee equity, purchase intentions, focal sponsor 
sincerity, attitude towards sponsee sponsorship, sponsee identification and sponsor 
identification). This suggests that at least one of the constructs has loaded onto two 
factors. An examination of the pattern matrix reveals that the entitativity items load 
onto two factors (Appendix 7: Table 45). The loading of the entitativity construct onto 
two factors suggests that the construct may not be unidimensional. However, a re-
examination of the construct’s items suggests that the variable has face and 
construct validity (see Chapter 4). Consequently, the next step in the EFA is to 
remove one or more items from the entitativity construct and run the EFA again. This 
is done to see whether the removal of an item will lead to the expected extraction of 
seven factors. Items 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the entitativity construct loaded onto one 
factor, whilst items 1 and 2 loaded onto another factor. Item 3 loaded onto both of 
these factors. As most of the items seem to load onto one factor (items 3 to 8), items 
1 and 2 were removed in turn. In both cases, the expected 7 factors were extracted. 
Furthermore, when the first item from the entitativity construct (entitativity item 1) 
was removed, the seven factors accounted for 72.000% of the cumulatively 
explained variance (extracted sums of squared loadings). When the second item 
from the entitativity construct (entitativity item 2) was removed, the seven factors 
accounted for 71.588 of the cumulatively explained variance (see Appendix 7: Table 
46 and Table 47).  
 
The two pattern matrices produced in SPSS suggest that, when entitativity item 1 
was removed from the EFA, entitativity item 2 had a factor loading of .767 (Appendix 
7: Table 46). However, when entitativity item 2 was removed from the EFA, 
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entitativity item 1 had a lower factor loading of .586 (Appendix 7: Table 47). Factor 
loading values indicate the relative contribution an item makes to a factor. The higher 
the value the more that item contributes (Field 2009). Factor loadings of .50 denote 
that 25% of the item variance is accounted for by the factor whilst factor loadings of 
.70 denote that 50% of the item variance is accounted for by the factor. Factor 
loadings exceeding .70 “are considered indicative of [a] well-defined structure and 
are the goal of any factor analysis” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 117). This point suggests that 
entitativity item 1 should be removed so that: (a) the expected number of factors is 
extracted; (b) the unidimensionality of each construct is inferred; (c) the extracted 
factors explain the greatest cumulative variance possible; and (d) a well-defined 
structure is obtained. Entitativity item 1 was therefore removed before confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) undertaken. 
 
5.4.2.2 Official financers: sums of squared loadings 
 
The EFA extracted a ‘sums of squared loadings’ cumulative percentage of 71.663% 
for the Official Financers. For this sponsorship type, the expected 7 factors were 
extracted (Appendix 7: Table 48). Despite the expected 7 factors being extracted 
from the EFA, the researcher also decided to undertake another EFA with the first 
entitativity item omitted. This was for two reasons. First, it was omitted in the Official 
Provider context as it resulted in the ‘entitativity’ construct loading onto two factors 
and the researcher wanted to use similar items in both the official financer and 
official provider sponsorships. Second, as also seen in the Official Provider context, 
the first entitativity item contributed the least to the entitativity construct in terms of 
factor loadings. The ‘sums of squared loadings’ cumulative percentage reached 
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71.966% for the Official Financers condition when the first entitativity item was 
removed. 
 
5.4.3 Two stage structural equation modelling 
 
After the EFAs were completed, two-stage structural equation modelling took place. 
“Structural equation models are statistical procedures for testing measurement, 
functional, predictive, and causal hypotheses” (Bagozzi & Yi 2012, p. 8). A two-stage 
structural modelling approach is used for measure development and model testing. It 
simultaneously assesses the unidimensionality of each scale alongside confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) before the structure of the model is examined (Gerbing & 
Anderson 1988). 
 
5.4.4 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
 
The first step in two-stage structural equation modelling is confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA). The first priority in CFA is to obtain acceptable fit indices. There are 
two different types of fit measures that should be examined: absolute fit indices and 
relative (also known as incremental or comparative) fit indices (Diamatopoulos & 
Siguaw 2000). 
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5.4.5 Absolute fit indices 
 
Absolute fit indices are concerned with how well the model fits the population data 
and “provide the most basic assessment of how well a researcher’s theory fits the 
sample data” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 666). This is checked by investigating how well the 
data’s covariance matrix is reproduced from the covariance matrix that has been 
predicted from a model’s parameter estimates (Kelloway 1998, Diamatopoulos & 
Siguaw 2000).  
 
The first absolute fit index that should be examined is the chi-square (2) statistic. 
This is a measure of how good a representation of the estimated model the observed 
data is (Hair et al. 2010). A good level of fit for the overall model is indicated by a 
nonsignificant chi-square statistic. A nonsignificant chi-square statistic suggests that 
the model fits the population data perfectly (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). 
However, the 2 statistic is influenced by large sample sizes and the number of 
parameters a model has, meaning that a significant chi-square statistic is often found 
(Hair et al. 2010). For this reason, other absolute fit measures are sought. That said, 
each fit index has its own advantages and disadvantages (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 
2000) and so a number of fit indices are usually presented. 
 
Five other absolute fit indicators can be considered: the Root Mean Square error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the Adjusted Goodness of 
Fit Index (AGFI), the Root Mean Square Residual (RMR), and the standardised Root 
Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The RMSEA is based on an analysis of the 
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residuals (Kelloway 1998). Residuals represent the actual observed score for each 
observation minus the predicted value based of the model (Field 2009). An 
advantage of examining the RMSEA value (over or in addition to the 2 statistic) is 
that sample size and model complexity (i.e. a large number of parameters in the 
model) are included in the calculation. As such, “it better represents how well a 
model fits a population, not just a sample used for estimation” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 
567). 
 
The RMSEA value determined as a ‘good’ value to obtain is open to debate (Hair et 
al. 2010). For example, Steiger (1990) state that values below 0.1 represent a good 
fit to the data, values below 0.05 represent a very good fit and values below 0.01 
represent an outstanding fit. Meanwhile Diamatopoulos and Siguaw (2000) state that 
values between .08 and .1 are a mediocre fit, values between .05 and .08 are of a 
reasonable fit, and values less than .05 indicate a good fit. An advantage of using 
RMSEA (in Lisrel 8.71) is that 90% confidence intervals (thresholds) are given 
alongside the RMSEA value (Hair et al. 2010). This gives the researcher confidence 
that there is only a one in ten chance that the RMSEA value falls outside the upper 
and lower threshold values. If the RMSEA value is close to or below .05, the lower 
threshold value is usually of little concern (because this value will itself be below 
.05). Therefore, it is the upper threshold value which is important. If this value is 
below .08 then the researcher can be confident that the RMSEA value indicates, at 
worst, a reasonable fit. 
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The GFI is “an indicator of the relevant amount of variances and covariances 
accounted for by the model and thus shows how closely the model comes to 
perfectly reproducing the observed covariance matrix” (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 
2000, p. 87). GFI values which exceed 0.9 indicate that the model fits the data well 
(Kelloway 1998). A score of ‘1’ would indicate that there are no discrepancies 
between the observed data and the model. The GFI was an early attempt by 
researchers to produce a fit statistic, which was less sensitive to sample size but 
sample size can still influence the measure (Hair et al. 2010). That said, the GFI is 
“generally recommended as the most reliable measure of absolute fit in most 
circumstances” (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000, p. 88). 
 
The AGFI is an extension of the GFI but adjusted for the degrees of freedom in a 
model relative to the total degrees of freedom available (Hair et al. 2010). AGFI 
ranges from 0 (no fit) to 1 (perfect fit) but tends to be lower than the GFI index. A 
discrepancy between the GFI index and the AGFI index is usually down to the 
inclusion of small and often nonsignificant parameters in the model (Kelloway 1998). 
That is to say that AGFI “penalizes more complex models and favors those with a 
minimum number of free paths” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 669). As AGFI is an extension of 
GFI, this index can also be affected by sample size. 
 
The RMR is the “square root of the mean of the squared discrepancies between the 
implied and observed covariance matrices” (Kelloway 1998, p. 27). In other words it 
is the mean average of the absolute residual values (Hair et al. 2010). A challenge 
with interpreting the RMR fit index is that the size of the fitted residuals (calculated 
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as the difference between the observed data’s covariance and the model’s predicted 
covariance) varies with the unit of measurement (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). 
Whilst this is not a problem in the current study (all measures used to test the study’s 
hypotheses use 1 (Strongly Disagree) – 7 (Strongly Agree) Likert scales), the 
challenge can be overcome by standardising the measures. This results in the 
SRMR fit index value. A rule of thumb is that an SRMR value above .1 indicates that 
there could be a problem with fit (Hair et al. 2010), whilst a value below .05 
represents an acceptable fit (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). 
 
5.4.6 Relative fit indices 
 
Due to the challenges in assessing absolute fit between a model and the observed 
data researchers are increasingly turning their attentions to relative fit indices 
(Kelloway 1998). Relative fit indices consider whether the model under consideration 
is better (or not) than a baseline model. The most common baseline model is the null 
(sometimes called independence) model, which assumes there are no relationships 
between the variables (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
Five common relative fit indices are: the normed fit index (NFI), the nonnormed fit 
index (NNFI), the incremental fit index (IFI), the parsimony normed fit index (PNFI), 
and the comparative fit index (CFI). The NFI index indicates a percentage 
improvement in fit over the null model (Kelloway 1998). It is calculated from the 
“difference in the 2 value for the fitted model and a null model [the numerator value] 
[all] divided by the 2 value for the null model [the denominator value]” and ranges 
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from 0 and 1 (1 being a perfect fit) (Hair et al. 2010, p. 668).  The NFI may 
underestimate fit in small samples (Kelloway 1998) or be overinflated in large and 
complex samples (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
An extension of the NFI is the NNFI (sometimes known as the Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI)) (Hair et al. 2010). This index again indicates the percentage improvement in fit 
over the baseline model but is now adjusted for the degrees of freedom in the model. 
A value of 0.9 or above is considered as being a good fit (which may even be above 
1) (Kelloway 1998). According to Diamatopoulos and Siguaw (2000) the NNFI should 
be relied upon when assessing a model’s relative fit. 
 
The IFI is also an extension of the NFI but unlike the NNFI ranges between 0 and 1 
(Kelloway 1998). The main difference between the NFI and the IFI is that the 
degrees of freedom in the model are taken into account. Specifically, a model’s 
degrees of freedom are subtracted from the null model’s 2 value before this 
resultant value is used as the denominator in the original NFI equation (please see 
the NFI above). 
 
The PNFI is also an extension of the NFI and is calculated by multiplying the NFI 
value by the degrees of freedom in the model and dividing by the degrees of 
freedom in the independent (null) model (Kelloway 1998). In general, higher values 
are associated with better relative fit. The index is also likely to be higher with less 
complex models (Hair et al. 2010). 
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Bentler (1990) proposed the CFI as another way to investigate comparative fit. This 
index is “an improved version” of the NFI because it is relatively insensitive to model 
complexity (Hair et al. 2010, p. 668). A CFI fit index of 0.9 or above is desired 
(Kelloway 1998). Diamatopoulos and Siguaw (2000) suggests that CFI should be 
used alongside the NNFI. 
 
5.4.7 Assessing validity through CFA 
 
As stated previously, it is important for a researcher to uphold various types of 
validity (chapter 4). For reference, validity can be checked directly and indirectly. 
Checking validity directly occurs through an examination of the concurrent, content 
and construct validity. This checks systematic error. Meanwhile, an indirect 
examination of validity occurs through an examination of the reliability of a 
construct’s items. This checks random error (Churchill & Iacobucci 2005). This next 
section examines validity both directly and indirectly. 
 
The first step in a CFA is to produce a null model and then to check the respective fit 
indices. This is created by ‘attaching’ each respective latent variable’s reflective 
indicators (or manifest variables) to the latent variable. A latent variable (sometimes 
known as an unobserved variable) is a variable that is not measured directly 
(Kelloway 1998) whilst the reflective indicators (or manifest variables) are the 
measureable indicators that are used to collect data (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 
2000). 
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5.4.7.1 Model respecification 
 
It is rare that a model fits the data well at the first time of testing. Therefore model 
respecification often occurs. The goal of model respecification is to improve the 
model’s fit to the data or to make the model more parsimonious (make the model 
simpler) (MacCallum 1986). There are two ways in which model respecification can 
occur (Kelloway 1998). The first way is by deleting nonsignificant paths in a model. 
This is known as ‘theory-trimming’. The second way is by adding paths based on the 
empirical results. This is known as ‘theory building’.  
 
Theory-trimming is used in this study (a) because it is a more common approach to 
use (Kelloway 1998) and (b) because all items (manifest variables) used in the study 
are reflective measures. This means that all items are interchangeable 
(Diamantopoulos 1999), assuming they are equally reliable with one another (Jarvis, 
MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003). 
  
There are three considerations a researcher must have when deciding whether to 
theory-trim during CFA. First, a latent variable’s respective items’ factor loadings 
should be examined. As with EFA, a factor loading of .70 or above is ideal but .5 or 
above is acceptable (Hair et al. 2010). In the Lisrel output file, the factor loadings are 
found in the LAMBDA-X Completely Standardised Solution matrix. Second, residual 
values should be considered. Similar to EFA, the smaller the residual values the 
closer the model covariance matrix is to the actual data’s covariance matrix. In the 
Lisrel output file, the residual values are known as error variances. They are found in 
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the theta-delta matrices. Third, an examination of the modification indices should 
take place. A modification index is concerned with the change in a model’s 2 when a 
path is included when it previously was not (i.e. when theory building), or is taken 
away when it previously was included (i.e. theory-trimming) (Kelloway 1998). Large 
modification indices indicate that paths that are currently present (omitted) should be 
removed (included). During CFA, a researcher is likely to theory-trim because the 
initial items (manifest variables) used in the study have been created with the 
underlying belief that content and construct validity are being achieved. As these 
items are reflective items and are therefore interchangeable, the removal of an item 
should not change the conceptual meaning of the latent variable. Furthermore, more 
reflective items were used for each latent variable than is necessary. Three items are 
the minimum requirement before complex analysis is needed (Hair et al. 2010), 
otherwise a model can be in danger of being under-identified (Jaccard & Wan 1996). 
Therefore the inclusion of numerous reflective measures gives the researcher the 
possibility of removing items to improve fit indices without increasing the difficulty in 
analysing the data. 
 
5.4.7.2 Theory trimming 
 
All items’ (manifest variables’) paths were created to produce their respective latent 
variable, apart from the very first entitativity item, which was seen to cause problems 
during the ‘official provider’ EFA. Next, the Lisrel program was run and an 
examination of the fit indices (seen in the Lisrel output file) was undertaken. This was 
to check how well the (null) model reflects the observed data.  
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5.4.7.3 Official providers: initial CFA results 
 
Table 16: Initial fit indices for first CFA (before modification indices examined) 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 1997.111 
2 / df 2.380 
(df = 839) 
2 significance level .0 
RMSEA .071 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.067 – .075) 
GFI .745 
NNFI .951 
CFI .954 
 
As can be seen from Table 16, the RMSEA index represents a good fit (according to 
Steiger (1990)) or reasonable fit (according to Diamatopoulos and Siguaw (2000)) 
and the GFI is significantly lower than the .90 target. This suggests that the model 
can be improved and that theory-trimming (the removal of items) should occur.  
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5.4.7.4 Official financers: initial CFA results 
 
Table 17: Initial fit indices for first CFA (before modification indices examined) 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 1797.434 
2 / df 2.142 
(df = 839) 
2 significance level .0 
RMSEA .065 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.061 – .069) 
GFI .764 
NNFI .959 
CFI .962 
 
Similarly, the results found in Table 17 indicate that the RMSEA index represents a 
good fit (according to Steiger (1990)) or a reasonable fit (according to Diamatopoulos 
and Siguaw (2000)) and the GFI is significantly lower than the .90 target. This too 
suggests that the model can be improved and that theory-trimming (the removal of 
items) should occur in the Official Financer context as well. 
 
5.4.7.5 Removing items 
 
The decision to remove an item is initially based on that item’s respective cumulative 
theta-delta modification index score. The cumulative modification index score 
represents the cumulative residual scores that each item has in relation to the other 
items. As stated above, the residual scores reflect the difference between the actual 
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observed score and the estimated score from the model. In a CFA, a high residual 
score is produced in two situations. One, when a path is created between an item 
and a latent variable when it should not be. In this situation, the respective item is 
unlikely to be a good reflection of the other manifest variables that also reflect that 
latent variable; and two, when a path is not created between an item and a latent 
variable when it should be. In this situation it is likely that the item will cross load onto 
another latent variable(s), which reduces convergent and discriminant validity. It is 
therefore important to remove such items. 
 
When an item was removed from one sponsorship context type (official financers) in 
this study it was also removed from the other sponsorship context type (official 
providers). Once again, this was to ensure that the same items were retained (and 
conversely removed) in each context. One item was removed at a time, each after a 
CFA was run and the resulting output was not suggesting good enough fit indices. 
As stated above, the item that was chosen to be removed was the item with the 
highest associated cumulative modification index score. That said there were two 
reasons why an item which may have had the highest cumulative modification 
indices score was not removed. First, if an item appeared to have stronger construct 
validity relative to another item which also had a high cumulative modification indices 
score the item with the stronger construct validity was retained and the other item 
removed. This was to ensure that a theory-driven rationale was used when 
conducting the theory-trimming procedure (as opposed to it simply turning into a 
data-driven technique) (cf. Kelloway (1998)). Second, if a latent variable only had 
three items remaining (because earlier CFAs had removed other items from that 
respective variable) then another item from another latent variable was removed if 
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this too had a high cumulative modification indices score. This rationale was followed 
to ensure that the analysis did not become overly complex (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
Items were removed until acceptable fit indices were seen. Notably (and when 
compared to the original fit indices seen from the first CFAs), the RMSEA values are 
below the .05 in both the official provider and official financer contexts. Similarly, the 
GFIs approach .90, indicating that the model fits the data well in both sponsorship 
type context (Kelloway 1998). The reported fit indices can be seen in Table 18 
(official providers) and Table 19 (official financers).  
Table 18: Fit indices after modification indices examined for ‘official providers’ 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 385.991 
2 / df 1.520 
(df = 254) 
2 significance level .000 
RMSEA .044 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.035-.052) 
GFI .898 
NNFI .980 
CFI .983 
 
  
CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
   
 
PAGE 262 
 
Table 19: Fit indices after modification indices examined for ‘official financers’ 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 378.838 
2 / df 1.491 
(df = 254) 
2 significance level .000 
RMSEA .043 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.033- .051) 
GFI .899 
NNFI .982 
CFI .985 
 
The specific items that were removed in the ‘official providers’ and the ‘official 
financers’ contexts as part of CFA are presented in Table 20 below (The associated 
items in Lisrel syntax format can be seen in Appendix 8). The items that have a line 
drawn through the middle of the text (e.g. …is cohesive) represent items that were 
removed during CFA. The items that do not have a line drawn through the middle of 
the text represent items that were retained after CFA was completed. 
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Table 20: Retained and removed items during CFA stage 
Retained and removed (represented by the 
strikethrough) items after examining the 
modification indices during CFA 
Retained and removed (represented by the 
strikethrough) items after examining the 
modification indices during CFA 
ENTITATIVITY 
 
This group of event sponsors… 
 
 …is cohesive 
 ...is like a unified whole 
...represents a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
…is a 'tightly-knit' group 
...qualifies as a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
 ...is as “one” 
 …is like a single entity 
 ...has no divisions and fractures 
 
SPONSEE EQUITY 
 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of the 
respective event… 
 
…will increase my watching of the event 
…will increase my likelihood of following media 
coverage of the event 
… would probably make me follow the event 
more 
…would increase my likelihood of attending the 
event 
…increases my chances of attending the event in 
the future 
 
PURCHASE INTENTIONS 
 
As a result of this sponsorship… 
 
…I am likely to buy from this brand 
…it is likely that I will do business with this brand 
…I would consider buying from this brand 
…I would purchase from this brand 
…I am likely to go for this brand 
…I would probably buy from this brand 
 
FOCAL SPONSOR SINCERITY 
 
I feel that each event’s named sponsor… 
 
…is involved in the event because it believes the 
event deserves support 
…has the best interests of the event at heart 
…really cares about the event 
…is willing to extend itself in order to help the 
event 
…would forgive an honest mistake by the event 
organisers 
…shows a lot of concern for the event 
…cares about the event organisers’ opinions 
…has goodwill intentions towards the event 
…is going above and beyond commercial 
reasons when sponsoring this event 
…helps to benefit the sport at the grassroots level 
 
ATTITUDE TOWARDS SPONSEE 
SPONSORSHIP 
 
The way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored… 
 
…makes me like sponsorship 
…means sponsorship appeals to me 
…means I look upon sponsorship favourably 
…means I think sponsorship is good 
…means I feel positive about sponsorship 
 
IDENTIFICATION WITH SPONSOR 
 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to this brand 
I identify strongly with this brand 
This brand embodies what I believe in 
This brand is like a part of me 
This brand has a great deal of personal meaning 
for me 
IDENTIFICATION WITH SPONSEE 
 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to this event 
I identify strongly with this event 
This event embodies what I believe in 
This event is like a part of me 
This event has a great deal of personal meaning 
for me 
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Once acceptable fit indices had been found, it was important to check each 
remaining item’s respective factor loadings and residual values. Factors loadings 
above .70 are ideal. 
 
5.4.7.6 Official providers: factor loadings 
 
All of the factor loadings for the Official provider context can be seen in Table 21. 
The lowest factor loading in the ‘official provider’ context was .746. This was for one 
of the focal sponsor sincerity items (“[the event sponsor]…is going above and 
beyond commercial reasons when sponsoring this event”). 
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Table 21: Factor loadings and error variances in ‘official provider’ context 
Retained items from measures 
 
Completely 
standardised 
loadings 
(Lambda-X) 
Error 
variances 
(Theta-Delta) 
Entitativity 
This group of event sponsors… 
 
...is like a unified whole 
…is a 'tightly-knit' group 
...qualifies as a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
...is as “one” 
 
 
.757 
.831 
.883 
 
.883 
 
 
.426 
.310 
.219 
 
.220 
Sponsee equity 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of the respective 
event… 
 
…will increase my watching of the event 
…will increase my likelihood of following media 
coverage of the event 
…increases my chances of attending the event in 
the future 
 
 
 
.959 
.904 
 
.829 
 
 
 
.080 
.183 
 
.312 
Purchase intentions 
As a result of this sponsorship… 
 
…I am likely to buy from this brand 
…I would consider buying from this brand 
…I am likely to go for this brand 
 
 
.907 
.943 
.945 
 
 
.177 
.110 
.108 
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Focal sponsor sincerity 
I feel that each event’s named sponsor… 
 
…has the best interests of the event at heart 
…is willing to extend itself in order to help the 
event 
…shows a lot of concern for the event 
…cares about the event organisers’ opinions 
…has goodwill intentions towards the event 
…is going above and beyond commercial reasons 
when sponsoring this event 
 
 
.803 
.818 
 
.799 
.826 
.808 
.746 
 
 
.356 
.330 
 
.361 
.318 
.347 
.443 
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 
The way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored… 
 
…means I look upon sponsorship favourably 
…means I think sponsorship is good 
…means I feel positive about sponsorship 
 
 
 
881 
.952 
.959 
 
 
.224 
.093 
.080 
Identification with sponsor 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to this brand 
I identify strongly with this brand 
This brand is like a part of me 
.862 
.828 
.697 
.258 
.314 
.514 
Identification with sponsee 
I identify strongly with this event 
This event embodies what I believe in 
This event has a great deal of personal meaning 
for me 
.816 
.761 
.794 
.334 
.422 
.370 
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5.4.7.7 Official financers: factor loadings 
 
All of the factor loadings for the Official financer context can be seen in Table 22. 
The lowest factor loading in the ‘official financer’ context was .718. This was for one 
of the identification with a sponsor items (“This brand is like a part of me”). 
 
Table 22: Factor loadings and error variances in ‘official financer’ context 
Retained items from measures 
 
Completely 
standardised 
loadings 
(Lambda-X) 
Error 
variances 
(Theta-Delta) 
Entitativity 
This group of event sponsors… 
 
...is like a unified whole 
…is a 'tightly-knit' group 
...qualifies as a group more than it does a 
collection of individual sponsors 
...is as “one” 
 
 
.843 
.858 
.893 
 
.914 
 
 
.289 
.264 
.203 
 
.164 
Sponsee equity 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of the respective 
event… 
 
…will increase my watching of the event 
…will increase my likelihood of following media 
coverage of the event 
…increases my chances of attending the event in 
the future 
 
 
 
.951 
.942 
 
.841 
 
 
 
.096 
.113 
 
.293 
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Purchase intentions 
As a result of this sponsorship… 
 
…I am likely to buy from this brand 
…I would consider buying from this brand 
…I am likely to go for this brand 
 
 
.926 
.919 
.970 
 
 
.142 
.156 
.059 
Focal sponsor sincerity 
I feel that each event’s named sponsor… 
 
…has the best interests of the event at heart 
…is willing to extend itself in order to help the 
event 
…shows a lot of concern for the event 
…cares about the event organisers’ opinions 
…has goodwill intentions towards the event 
…is going above and beyond commercial reasons 
when sponsoring this event 
 
 
.786 
.741 
 
.822 
.810 
.719 
.772 
 
 
0.383 
0.451 
 
0.324 
0.344 
0.483 
0.404 
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 
The way in which each of the two events is 
sponsored… 
 
…means I look upon sponsorship favourably 
…means I think sponsorship is good 
…means I feel positive about sponsorship 
 
 
 
.848 
.951 
.952 
 
 
.281 
.096 
.094 
Identification with sponsor 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to this brand 
I identify strongly with this brand 
This brand is like a part of me 
.871 
.824 
.718 
.241 
.321 
.484 
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Identification with sponsee 
I identify strongly with this event 
This event embodies what I believe in 
This event has a great deal of personal meaning 
for me 
.866 
.751 
.754 
.250 
.435 
.432 
 
5.4.8 Assessing construct reliability 
 
Each set of factor loadings is used in conjunction with the error variances (theta-
delta values) to calculate each variable’s construct reliability. It is important to have a 
high level of construct reliability because this indicates the manifest variables have 
internal consistency. Finding construct reliability helps a researcher infer convergent 
validity (cf. Fornell and Larcker (1981)). The higher the reliability the greater the 
confidence a researcher has that convergent validity is upheld.  
 
5.4.8.1 Official provider context 
 
The variables’ respective construct reliability for the official provider context can be 
seen in Table 23. As can be seen from the table, all variables have construct 
reliabilities ranging from .833 to .952, meaning they are all above the minimum 
recommended .7 threshold (Hair et al. 2010). 
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Table 23: Construct reliability measures in the official provider context 
Variable Construct reliability 
Entitativity .905 
Sponsee equity .926 
Purchase intentions .952 
Focal sponsor sincerity .914 
Attitude towards sponsee equity .952 
Identification with sponsor .840 
Identification with sponsee .833 
 
 
5.4.8.2 Official financer context 
 
The variables’ respective construct reliability for the official financer context can be 
seen in Table 24 below. As can be seen from the table, all variables have construct 
reliabilities ranging from .833 to .952. Again, these reliabilities are all above the 
minimum recommended .7 threshold (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
Table 24: Construct reliability measures in the official financer context 
Variable Construct reliability 
Entitativity .930 
Sponsee equity .937 
Purchase intentions .957 
Focal sponsor sincerity .901 
Attitude towards sponsee equity .941 
Identification with sponsor .848 
Identification with sponsee .834 
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5.4.9 Assessing convergent validity and discriminant validity 
 
Convergent validity was assessed by examining the average variance extracted 
(AVE) in each construct. Values above .5 suggest that convergent validity is upheld. 
 
Likewise, discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the AVEs to the squared 
correlations between each construct. The correlation matrix can be found in Lisrel’s 
output file under the PHI matrix in the completely standardised solution section. 
 
 
5.4.9.1 Official provider context 
 
The AVEs ranged from .625 (identification with the sponsee) to .868 (purchase 
intentions) in the official provider context. More importantly, all of the AVEs are 
above the .5 threshold, indicating convergent validity was upheld. Further, the 
highest squared correlation is .234 (between focal sponsor sincerity and attitude 
towards the sponsee sponsorship) which is smaller than the lowest AVE. This 
suggests that divergent validity is upheld. Table 25 outlines the constructs’ 
respective AVEs as well as the squared correlation matrix (bottom left triangle) and 
correlation matrix (top right triangle) between the constructs in the official provider 
context. 
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Table 25: Correlation Matrix (top right triangle) and Squared Correlation Matrix 
(bottom left triangle) with Average Variance Extracted (AVE) on diagonal for official 
provider context 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Entitativity .706 .275 .101 .187 .202 .192 .072 
2. Sponsee Equity .076 .808 .310 .353 .155 .230 .210 
3. Purchase Intentions .010 .096 .868 .338 .387 .357 .290 
4. Sponsor Sincerity .035 .125 .114 .641 .484 .263 .193 
5. Attitude towards sponsorship .041 .024 .150 .234 .868 .232 .307 
6. Identification with sponsor .037 .053 .127 .069 .054 .638 .480 
7. Identification with sponsee .005 .044 .084 .037 .094 .230 .625 
 
 
5.4.9.2 Official financer context 
 
Table 26 outlines the results for the official financers. The AVEs ranged from .602 
(focal sponsor sincerity) to .881 (purchase intentions) in the official financer context. 
Moreover, all of the AVEs are above the .5 threshold, meaning convergent validity 
can be inferred. The highest squared correlation is .260 (again between focal 
sponsor sincerity and attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship), indicating that 
divergent validity has occurred. 
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Table 26: Correlation Matrix (top right triangle) and Squared Correlation Matrix 
(bottom left triangle) with Average Variance Extracted (AVE) on diagonal for official 
financer context 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Entitativity .770 .345 .114 .241 .303 .162 .255 
2. Sponsee Equity .119 .834 .284 .31 .251 .262 .286 
3. Purchase Intentions .013 .081 .881 .338 .372 .488 .288 
4. Sponsor Sincerity .058 .096 .114 .602 .51 .321 .252 
5. Attitude towards sponsorship .092 .063 .138 .260 .843 .298 .217 
6. Identification with sponsor .026 .069 .238 .103 .089 .651 .501 
7. Identification with sponsee .065 .082 .083 .064 .047 .251 .628 
 
 
5.4.10  Assessing common method variance (CMV) 
 
Common method variance (CMV) was assessed using Harman’s single (one) factor 
test. This test works on the basis that if CMV is a problem, a single factor would 
account for the majority of the covariance between the manifest variables (Podsakoff 
& Organ 1986). The fit indices from Lisrel’s output can be used to examine this. If the 
fit indices deteriorate, it is suggested that CMV is not a problem. 
 
To examine CMV in this study, all remaining items left after CFA were assumed to 
represent the manifest variables of a single latent construct.  
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5.4.10.1 Official provider context 
 
As can be seen from Table 27, all of the fit indices are much worse than the fit 
indices after CFA. Specifically, the RMSEA is above .05 (and even .1) and the 
respective GFI, NNFI and CFI are not at all approaching .9. Hence, CMV is assumed 
to not be a problem in this study for official providers. 
 
Table 27: Fit indices when checking for CMV in the Official Provider context 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 4201.360 
2 / df 15.278 
(df = 275) 
2 significance level .0 
RMSEA .230 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.223-.236) 
GFI .446 
NNFI .525 
CFI .564 
 
 
5.4.10.2 Official financer context 
 
As can be seen from Table 28, all of the fit indices are, again, much worse than the 
fit indices after CFA. The RMSEA is above .1 and the GFI, NNFI and CFI are all less 
than .6. Again, CMV is assumed to not be a problem in this study for official 
financers. 
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Table 28: Fit indices when checking for CMV in the Official Financer context 
Fit Index Value 
2 statistic (Normal Theory Weighted) 4394.429 
2 / df 15.980 
(df = 275) 
2 significance level .0 
RMSEA .235 
90% confidence interval for RMSEA (.229-.241) 
GFI .436 
NNFI .548 
CFI .586 
 
 
5.5  Structural equation modelling (SEM) 
 
After the CFAs were completed, two SEMs (one for each sponsorship type) were 
constructed and analysed. SEM “provides the appropriate and most efficient 
estimation technique for a series of separate multiple regression equations estimated 
simultaneously” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 19). 
 
5.5.1 Item parcelling 
 
Before the structural model was created, item parcelling was first undertaken (except 
for the two outcome variables, sponsee equity and purchase intentions). Item 
parcelling “involves summing or averaging together two or more items and using the 
resulting sum or average as the basic unit of analysis in SEM” (Bandalos & Finney 
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2001, p. 269). Marsh et al. (1998, p. 184) advocate the use of item parcelling in 
structural equation modelling when they state that “each parcel is likely to be more 
strongly related to the latent factor, is less likely to be influenced by idiosyncratic 
wording and method effects associated with individual items, is more likely to meet 
the typical assumptions of normality in maximum likelihood approaches to CFA, and 
may circumvent problems associated with a lack of continuity when item scales are 
discrete.” Creating item parcels from manifest variables is also appropriate when 
complex models are being investigated and/or when case-to-parameter ratios are 
violated (Bandalos & Finney 2001), or when a researcher is examining interactions in 
a model (Little, Bovaird & Widaman 2006). The item parcelled measure is created by 
calculating the mean of the remaining manifest variables for each construct (post-
CFA).  
 
5.5.1.1 Official provider context 
 
The means and standard deviations of the item-parcelled constructs in the official 
provider context can be seen in Table 29.  
 
Table 29: Means and standard deviations of item-parcelled constructs 
Construct Mean Standard 
deviation 
Entitativity 4.0175 1.10012 
Focal sponsor sincerity 4.3431 1.12598 
Attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 4.7341 1.16845 
Identification with sponsor 3.5530 1.27636 
Identification with sponsee 3.0942 1.12876 
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5.5.1.2 Official financer context 
 
The means and standard deviations of the item-parcelled constructs in the official 
financer context can be seen in Table 30.  
 
Table 30: Means and standard deviations of item-parcelled constructs 
Construct Mean Standard 
deviation 
Entitativity 3.7022 1.20060 
Focal sponsor sincerity 4.0999 1.10625 
Attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship 4.4154 1.11835 
Identification with sponsor 3.5153 1.34635 
Identification with sponsee 2.9497 1.17863 
 
 
5.5.2 Calculating the interaction terms 
 
The interaction terms that are needed to investigate the hypothesised moderating 
effects can be calculated using two techniques. The first technique involves using 
the mean-centering approach. Here, each interaction term is calculated by 
subtracting the mean of all of the respective variable’s observations away from the 
specific observation. This resulting value is then multiplied by another mean-centred 
value to create the interaction term. Mean centering can “have some degree of 
correlation with its first-order variables [(the two main constructs)] that can influence 
the partial regression coefficients” (Little, Bovaird & Widaman 2006, p. 500). This 
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means that any significant relationship found between an interaction term and an 
endogenous variable is not necessarily due to the effects of the interaction alone. 
 
To overcome this issue, an alternative technique entailing residual-centering can be 
used. This approach also calculates an interaction term by multiplication. However, 
the resulting interaction term that is calculated is orthogonal to the first-order 
variables (Lance 1988). Consequently, any significant relationships found from the 
interaction term represent unique variance, independent of any main effects (Little, 
Bovaird & Widaman 2006). 
 
5.5.3 Calculating the error variance 
 
5.5.3.1 Calculating error variances for newly created item-parcelled constructs 
 
Error variances “reflect errors in measurement (for the measurement part of the 
model) and residual terms (for the structural part of the model)” (Diamatopoulos & 
Siguaw 2000, p. 60). Hence, the calculated error variances are used in the structural 
equation modelling stage to represent the difference in variance between a latent 
variable and its associated manifest variables. The error variances for the item-
parcelled constructs are calculated following the formula of Jöreskog and Sörbom 
(1993).  
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Specifically a variable’s construct reliability is subtracted from 1 (as this is a 
variable’s reliability when there is no error variance) and then multiplied by the 
construct’s squared standard deviation (to obtain the variance): 
(1 − 𝛼) ∗ 𝜎2 
Where: 
α = construct reliability 
σ = construct’s standard deviation 
 
The constructs’ error variances can be found in Table 31 (official providers) and 
Table 32 (official financers). 
 
5.5.3.2 Calculating error variances for interaction terms 
 
The error variances for the interaction terms were calculated following Ping (1995). 
Specifically, Ping uses “the product of summed indicants to measure an interaction 
or quadratic latent variable and…[fixes] the loading and error variance of the 
measure to be certain constants” (Lam et al. 2004, p. 303). More specifically, the 
error variances for the interaction terms are calculated using the construct reliability 
measures, the standard deviations, the parcelled items’ completely standardised 
loading estimate and the parcelled items’ error variance estimates of the constructs, 
which are assumed to interact with each other. Table 31 and Table 32 set out the 
respective error variances of the main constructs and the interaction terms. 
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5.5.3.3 Official provider context 
 
Table 31: Constructs’ respective error variances 
Construct Error variances 
Main constructs 
Entitativity .1145 
Focal sponsor sincerity .1084 
Attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship .0662 
Identification with sponsor .2608 
Identification with sponsee .2126 
Interactions 
Entitativity x focal sponsor sincerity .1729 
Entitativity x attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
.1384 
 
 
5.5.3.4 Official financer context 
 
Table 32: Constructs’ respective error variances 
Construct Error variances 
Main constructs 
Entitativity .1003 
Focal sponsor sincerity .1218 
Attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship .0733 
Identification with sponsor .2760 
Identification with sponsee .2303 
Interactions 
Entitativity x focal sponsor sincerity .1632 
Entitativity x attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
.1249 
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5.6  Testing the structural equation model 
 
5.6.1 Inspecting the SEM models 
 
After the error variances are calculated, structural equation modelling is undertaken. 
Here, hierarchical modelling is used to check for any moderating effects. Once this is 
done, the fit measures are checked once more to ensure that the model fits the data 
well. Next, an inspection of the hypothesised relationships is undertaken. Significant 
relationships between the constructs are represented by absolute t-values of 1.645 
or higher (one-tailed test), for a 5% significance level. Meanwhile, the beta (β) values 
in Lisrel’s output represent path coefficients between two endogenous variables 
whilst gamma (γ) values represent path coefficients between an exogenous and an 
endogenous variable (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). Finally, an examination of the 
‘Squared Multiple Correlations for Reduced Form’ in Lisrel’s output indicates the 
percentage of the respective outcome variables (in this case, sponsee equity and 
purchase intentions) that is explained by these constructs’ respective antecedents. 
The values given under the ‘Reduced Form’ section in Lisrel’s output are used (as 
opposed to the values given under the ‘Structural Equations’ section) because the 
‘Reduced Form’ is akin to the R2 value found in regression equations (whereas the 
value under the ‘Structural Equations’ section does not have a clear interpretation in 
non-recursive models) (Jöreskog 2000). 
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5.6.1.1 Official provider context 
 
Hierarchical model testing indicates a significant drop in 2 (at the 5% level, one-
tailed) when the constrained model ‘SEM2’ (i.e. where the main effects and 
moderators are allowed to be estimated freely whilst interaction terms are fixed at 
zero) is compared to the ‘main effects’ model ‘SEM1’ (i.e. where only the main effects 
are allowed to be estimated freely). This suggests a significant improvement in the 
model’s fit when the moderator terms are allowed to be freely estimated in the 
structural model (as opposed to fixed at zero). Moreover, hierarchical model testing 
also indicates a drop in 2 when the unconstrained model ‘SEM3’ (i.e. where all terms 
are allowed to be estimated freely) is compared to the constrained model ‘SEM2’. 
This drop in 2 is also significant at the 5% level (one-tailed). Hence, it can be 
assumed that the inclusion of the interaction terms significantly improves the model 
(cf. Cadogan, Kuivalainen & Sundqvist 2009). As can be seen from Table 33 the fit 
indices for the unconstrained model are generally acceptable. The GFI, NNFI and 
CFI are all above .9. The RMSEA value is above the desired threshold of .05 but is 
still below .08. This makes it a reasonable fit according to Diamatopoulos and 
Siguaw (2000) and a good fit according to Steiger (1990). 
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Table 33: Fit indices of structural equation model 
Model 
2 
(d.f.) 
2 / 
(d.f.) 
Sig. RMSEA 90% CI GFI NNFI CFI 
 
SEM1 
 
140.711 
(46) 
3.059 .00 .0872 
.0710 - 
.104 
.926 .917 .951 
 
SEM2 
 
93.962 
(42) 
2.237 .000 .0676 
.0493 - 
.0859 
.949 .950 .973 
 
SEM3 
 
82.005 
(38) 
2.158 .000 .0654 
.0459 - 
.0848 
.956 .953 .977 
 
Notes: 
SEM1   = ‘Main Effect’ structural model (‘main effect’ values estimated freely 
but ‘moderators’ and ‘interactions’ values are fixed at zero) 
SEM2   = Constrained structural model (‘moderators’ values estimated freely 
but ‘interactions’ values fixed at zero) 
SEM3   = Unconstrained structural model (all terms allowed to be estimated 
freely) 
RMSEA   = Root mean square error of approximation 
90% CI   = 90% confidence interval for RMSEA 
GFI   = Goodness of fit index 
NNFI   = Non-normed fit index 
CFI   = Comparative fit index 
 
As the fit indices suggest that the model fits the data well, an examination of the path 
coefficients is undertaken to discover whether any significant relationships exist 
between the constructs. As can be seen from Table 34 (and visually in Figure 3), a 
number of significant relationships do exist. Specifically, a significant relationship 
exists between people’s likelihood to purchase from a sponsor and (a) sponsee 
equity, (b) attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship, and (c) identification with the 
sponsor. A significant relationship also exists between purchase intentions and the 
interaction between entitativity and focal sponsor sincerity. Entitativity, sincerity, and 
the interaction between entitativity and people’s attitude towards the sponsee 
sponsorship all had nonsignificant relationships with purchase intentions. Together, 
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these relationships account for 27.3% of people’s likelihoods of purchasing from a 
focal concurrent sponsor. 
 
Meanwhile, a significant relationship exists between sponsee equity and (a) 
entitativity, (b) focal sponsor sincerity and (c) identification with the sponsee. There is 
also a significant relationship between sponsee equity and the interaction between 
entitativity and focal sponsor sincerity. Together, these relationships explain 22.4% 
of sponsee equity. 
 
Table 34: Path coefficients for the official provider context 
Hypothesis Antecedent β / γ t-value 
Dependent variable: Purchase Intentions. Reduced Form R2 = .273 
H1 Sponsee equity .178 2.845 
H3 Entitativity -.070 -1.157 (n.s.) 
H4a Entitativity x Sincerity .122 1.802 
H5a 
Entitativity x Attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
-.022 -.339 (n.s.) 
Main effect Sincerity .077 1.091 (n.s.) 
Main effect Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship .288 4.343 
Control Identification with sponsor .262 4.158 
Dependent variable: Sponsee equity. Reduced Form R2 = .224 
H2 Entitativity .208 3.403 
H4b Entitativity x Sincerity .139 1.984 
H5b 
Entitativity x Attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
.038 .561 (n.s.) 
Main effect Sincerity .324 4.667 
Main effect Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship -.084 -1.178 (n.s.) 
Control Identification with sponsee .172 2.629 
Note: n.s. = not significant 
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5.6.1.2 Official financer context 
 
Hierarchical model testing indicates a significant drop in 2 (at the 5% level, one-
tailed) when the constrained model ‘SEM2’ is compared to the ‘main effects’ model 
‘SEM1’ for the ‘official financers’ context, suggesting the inclusion of the moderators 
in the model is warranted. Moreover, hierarchical model testing indicates a non-
significant drop in 2 (at the 5% level, one-tailed) when the unconstrained model 
‘SEM3’ is compared to the constrained model ‘SEM2’. Hence, it is debatable as to 
whether the inclusion of some or all of the interaction terms significantly improves the 
model at all. That said, an overall examination of the indices suggests slight 
improvements in model fit. For example, when the interaction terms are included the 
significance level of the model’s 2 increases from .00337 to .00463, the GFI 
increases from .961 to .965, the CFI increases from .987 to .988, whilst the NNFI 
remains the same (albeit a slight increase in the RMSEA from .0505 to .0507 is also 
witnessed). The improvement in GFI is important given that this measure is 
“generally recommended as the most reliable measure of absolute fit in most 
circumstances” (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000, p. 88). Hence, it is argued that 
when all of the fit measures are considered together, the unconstrained model is an 
appropriate model to use when testing the respective hypotheses, especially as 
some of the interaction terms may be significant, even when the drop in 2 itself is 
not. 
 
Table 35 outlines the fit indices in the official financer context for the unconstrained 
model. Once again, the fit measures appear to be within generally accepted values 
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for the unconstrained model. The GFI, NNFI and CFI are all above .9 and the 
RMSEA value is approaching the desired threshold of .05. 
 
Table 35: Fit indices of structural equation model 
Model 
2 
(d.f.) 
2 / 
(d.f.) 
Sig. RMSEA 90% CI GFI NNFI CFI 
 
SEM1  
 
101.056 
(46) 
2.196 .000 .0665 
.0489 - 
.0841 
.946 .959 .976 
 
SEM2  
 
71.053 
(42) 
1.692 .00337 .0505 
.0291 - 
.0704 
.961 .975 .987 
 
SEM3  
 
64.512 
(38) 
1.698 .00463 .0507 
.0281 - 
.0716 
.965 .975 .988 
 
Notes: 
SEM1   = ‘Main Effect’ structural model (‘main effect’ values estimated freely 
but ‘moderators’ and ‘interactions’ values are fixed at zero) 
SEM2   = Constrained structural model (‘moderators’ values estimated freely 
but ‘interactions’ values fixed at zero) 
SEM3   = Unconstrained structural model (all terms allowed to be estimated 
freely) 
RMSEA   = Root mean square error of approximation 
90% CI   = 90% confidence interval for RMSEA 
GFI   = Goodness of fit index 
NNFI   = Non-normed fit index 
CFI   = Comparative fit index 
The model’s fit indices suggest that the model fits the data well. Therefore, an 
examination of the relationships between the hypothesised constructs was 
undertaken. Table 36 (and visually in Figure 4) indicates that people’s purchase 
intentions towards a sponsoring brand are significantly associated with (a) sponsee 
equity, (b) attitude towards sponsee sponsorship, and (c) identification with a 
sponsor. Purchase intentions are also significantly related to the interaction between 
entitativity and focal sponsor sincerity. Entitativity, sincerity, and the interaction 
between entitativity and people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship all had 
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nonsignificant relationships with purchase intentions. A total of 31.2% of people’s 
purchase intentions is explained. 
 
Meanwhile, sponsee equity is positively associated with (a) entitativity, (b) focal 
sponsor sincerity, and (c) identification with the sponsee. Attitude towards the 
sponsee sponsorship, and the interaction between entitativity and focal sponsor 
sincerity and between entitativity and attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship all 
had nonsignificant relationships with sponsee equity. 21.1% of sponsee equity is 
explained. 
 
Table 36: Path coefficients for the official financer context 
Hypothesis Antecedent β / γ t-value 
Dependent variable: Purchase Intentions. Reduced Form R2 = .312 
H1 Sponsee equity .121 2.007 
H3 Entitativity -.065 -1.075 (n.s.) 
H4a Entitativity x Sincerity .144 2.211 
H5a 
Entitativity x Attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
-.043 -0.661 (n.s.) 
Main effect Sincerity .099 1.430 (n.s.) 
Main effect Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship .196 2.913 
Control Identification with sponsor .362 5.726 
Dependent variable: Sponsee equity. Reduced Form R2 = .211 
H2 Entitativity .238 3.741 
H4b Entitativity x Sincerity .074 1.062 (n.s.) 
H5b 
Entitativity x Attitude towards sponsee 
sponsorship 
-.005 -.068 (n.s.) 
Main effect Sincerity .190 2.637 
Main effect Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship .048 0.677 (n.s.) 
Control Identification with sponsee .173 2.630 
Note: n.s. = not significant 
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5.6.2 Modifying the structural model 
 
It is advisable to undertake a post-hoc examination of the beta and gamma 
modification index matrices. A large modification index suggests that a relationship 
exists between two variables which is not currently represented in the model or, 
conversely, a relationship doesn’t exist between two variables but is modelled. 
Generally speaking, the critical (statistical) threshold by which beta and gamma 
modification indices are considered large is 3.84 (although caution is given to simply 
relying on this number and not considering substantive factors such as theoretical 
underpinnings) (Diamatopoulos & Siguaw 2000). The inclusion (deletion) of a path 
between two variables can improve the fit indices if a modification index is large 
(Kelloway 1998). 
 
An examination of the beta and gamma modification indices was undertaken for both 
the official providers and official financers. In both contexts, the modification indices 
were below 3.84, suggesting that paths between the variables in the respective 
models should not be deleted if currently present, or included if not currently there. In 
sum, the model appears to fit the data well in both sponsorship types (official 
providers and official financers) and cannot be improved by adding or removing 
paths. 
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Figure 3: Visual representation of results for ‘official provider’ context 
 
Figure 4: Visual representation of results for ‘official financer’ context 
  
CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
   
 
PAGE 290 
 
 
5.6.3 Hypotheses testing: official provider and official financer contexts 
 
 
5.6.3.1 Official provider context 
 
A significant and positive relationship is found between sponsee equity and people’s 
purchase intentions, in support of H1. People’s concurrent sponsor’ entitativity 
perceptions are also significantly and positively related to sponsee equity, in support 
of H2. However, the relationship between people’s concurrent sponsors’ entitativity 
perceptions and their purchase intentions towards a focal sponsor is negative and 
nonsignificant. Therefore H3 is not supported. However, the interaction between 
entitativity and focal sponsor sincerity has a significant and positive impact upon 
people’s purchase intentions towards the focal sponsor. In other words, as people’s 
perceptions of sponsor sincerity increase, the link between entitativity and purchase 
intentions becomes significant and therefore stronger. Consequently, H4a is 
supported.  
 
A main effect between people’s focal sponsor sincerity evaluations and their 
sponsee equity ratings, tested for as part of the hierarchical procedure for testing 
moderating effects, is significant and positive. More importantly, the interaction 
between entitativity and focal sponsor sincerity has a positive and significant effect 
on sponsee equity. In other words, as sincerity increases, the relationship between 
entitativity and sponsee equity becomes stronger. Thus H4b is supported.  
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A main effect between people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship and 
people’s purchase intentions towards the focal sponsor (also tested as part of the 
hierarchical procedure for testing for moderating effects) is found to be significant 
and positive. Interestingly, however, the two moderating effects of attitude towards 
sponsee sponsorship on both the entitativity-sponsee equity and the entitativity-
purchase intentions relationships are nonsignificant. Put another way, people’s 
attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship do not appear to moderate the entitativity-
purchase intentions nor the entitativity-sponsee equity relationships. Consequently 
neither H5a nor H5b are supported. 
 
Finally, both of the control identification variables – identification with the sponsee 
and identification with the focal sponsor – are also significantly and positively 
associated with sponsee equity and purchase intentions respectively (confirming the 
need to control for these in this and future studies). 
 
5.6.3.2 Official financer context 
 
A significant and positive relationship exists between sponsee equity and people’s 
purchase intentions towards the focal sponsor. H1 is therefore supported. People’s 
concurrent sponsors’ entitativity is also significantly and positively associated with 
sponsee equity, in support of H2. However, and similarly to the official provider 
context, H3 is not supported because people’s concurrent sponsors’ entitativity is not 
significantly associated with their purchase intentions towards the focal sponsor.  
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A significant and positive relationship is found between focal sponsor sincerity and 
sponsee equity (tested as part of the hierarchical procedure for moderator analysis). 
In addition, sponsor sincerity changes the relationship between entitativity and 
purchase intentions such that the entitativity-purchase intentions relationship 
becomes stronger. Therefore, H4a is supported. Meanwhile, the effect that sincerity 
has on the concurrent sponsor entitativity-sponsee equity relationship is 
nonsignificant. Consequently, and unlike the official provider context, H4b is not 
supported. 
 
People’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship is significantly and positively 
associated with their purchase intentions towards the focal sponsor (as with previous 
moderators, this was tested as a main effect following conventional hierarchical 
moderator analysis). However, and consistent with official provider findings, attitude 
towards the sponsee sponsorship does not appear to moderate the entitativity-
purchase intentions or the entitativity-sponsee equity relationships. Thus, once more, 
neither H5a nor H5b are supported. 
 
Finally, identification with the sponsee (control) is significantly and positively 
associated with sponsee equity, and identification with the sponsor (control) is 
significantly and positively associated with people’s purchase intentions towards the 
focal sponsor, confirming the legitimacy and importance of controlling for these two 
variables in the official financer context. 
CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
   
 
PAGE 293 
 
 
5.7  Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the results in both the official provider and official financer contexts are 
very similar. More specifically, H1, H2, and H4a, are supported in both sponsorship 
type contexts. Similarly, H3, H5a and H5b are not supported in either sponsorship 
context. The major difference between the official provider context and the official 
financer context is to do with H4b (sponsor sincerity’s effect on the entitativity-
sponsee equity relationship). In the official provider context, H4b is supported but in 
the official financer context H4b is not supported (please see Table 37). A discussion 
on the significant findings is discussed in more detail in the next chapter. 
 
Table 37: Comparison of Official Provider and Official Financer Contexts 
Hypothesis Official provider context Official financer context 
H1 Supported Supported 
H2 Supported Supported 
H3 Not supported Not supported 
H4a Supported Supported 
H4b Supported Not supported 
H5a Not supported Not supported 
H5b Not supported Not supported 
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Chapter Six: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.1  Introduction 
 
This chapter first discusses the study’s significant findings before moving onto the 
study’s contribution to theory and implications for practice. Next, the study’s 
limitations are discussed before future research directions are considered. 
 
6.2  Discussion 
 
As highlighted in chapter five, the results between the ‘official provider’ sponsorship 
context and the ‘official financer’ sponsorship context are very similar. Consequently, 
both contexts will be discussed together unless otherwise stated. 
 
6.2.1 H1: Sponsee equity is positively related to intentions to purchase sponsoring 
brands 
 
The results suggest that H1 – people’s sponsee equity evaluations are positively 
related to their intentions to purchase from a concurrent sponsor – is supported. The 
significant and positive relationship in both sponsorship type contexts supports 
previous literature that has examined sponsee equity within sporting contexts (albeit 
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in a dyadic setting). For example, Lings and Owen (2007) found that sponsee equity 
(operationalised as a person’s game attendance level at their favourite Australian 
Football League team) ultimately influenced their intentions to purchase from the 
team’s sponsor. Similarly, Olson (2010) found that sponsee equity (operationalised 
as attitude towards and attendance likelihood at a professional handball 
league/professional soccer team) was positively associated with sponsor equity 
(operationalised as attitude towards the sponsor and purchase intentions). Further, 
the relationship between sponsee equity and purchase intentions towards a focal 
concurrent sponsor is significant after a person’s identification with the focal 
sponsoring brand is controlled for. This suggests that other factors apart from simply 
identifying with a sponsoring brand influences a person’s purchasing decisions when 
that brand is seen within a concurrent sponsorship context. It is argued in this study 
that a person’s purchase intention towards a concurrent focal sponsor is influenced 
by their likelihood of consuming that major sporting event. In turn, people’s sponsee 
consumption intentions lead to them wanting to reciprocate support to the sponsor, 
as the sponsor has supported the sponsee (Pracejus 2004). 
 
While this finding certainly does not constitute the main contribution of this study, it is 
important to note that replications that corroborate results found in alternative 
contexts lend to the generalisability and external validity of existing theories.  
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6.2.2 H2. Entitativity of concurrent sponsors is positively related to sponsee equity 
 
The results suggest that H2 is supported, namely that people’s entitativity 
perceptions of concurrent sponsors are positively related to their sponsee equity 
evaluations. Moreover, this relationship is significant after identification with the 
sponsee is controlled for. 
 
The significant entitativity-sponsee equity relationship supports the argument that a 
sponsee’s ability to attract sponsors signals to people that the sponsee possesses a 
particular level of quality, which in turn increases people’s desire to consume 
(follow/attend) that sponsee (cf. Walker et al. (2011)). Further, the significant 
relationship also suggests that, all other things being equal, people welcome 
concurrent sponsors’ (perceived) increasing potential to be involved in, and to have 
an influence over, a sponsee’s running. It is argued this is because these 
perceptions are similar to collective responsibility and ‘potency to act’ perceptions, 
which are themselves positively associated with entitativity perceptions in the social 
psychology literature (e.g. Sherman, Hamilton and Lewis (1999), Lickel et al. (2000)). 
 
Finally, the significant positive entitativity-sponsee equity relationship supports the 
argument that dynamic groups may contain ‘more’ than the sum of their constituent 
parts (cf. Wilder and Simon (1998)). Specifically, people may perceive the entitative 
concurrent sponsors as having ‘more’ to offer the sponsee, which in turn, makes the 
sponsee appear more professional and entertaining (cf. Marshall and Cook (1992)). 
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6.2.3 H3: Entitativity is positively related to intentions to purchase sponsoring 
brands 
 
In both the official provider and official financer contexts the relationship between 
people’s entitativity evaluations of the concurrent sponsors and their subsequent 
likelihood of purchasing from the focal concurrent sponsor is nonsignificant. 
Consequently, H3 is not supported. 
 
6.2.4 H4a: The relationship between entitativity and purchase intentions depends 
on sincerity. When sincerity is low, the relationship is weaker. As sincerity 
increases the relationship becomes stronger. 
 
6.2.4.1 Official providers and official financers: moderating effect of focal sponsor 
sincerity on the entitativity-purchase intentions relationship 
 
The results in both the official provider and official financer contexts suggest that the 
entitativity-purchase intentions relationship towards a focal sponsor is affected by 
people’s increasing evaluations of the focal concurrent sponsor’s sincerity. 
Specifically, the nonsignificant relationship between people’s entitativity ratings of the 
concurrent sponsors and their subsequent likelihood of purchasing from the focal 
sponsor becomes significant and positive as people’s sincerity evaluations of the 
focal sponsor increase. H4a is therefore supported.  
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The results therefore suggest that, relative to being in an inentitative group, a 
concurrent focal sponsor in an entitative sponsorship group can indeed receive more 
praise for a virtuous act – as indicated by the significant and positive entitativity-
purchase intentions relationship – if that act is considered virtuous. The act in this 
case is sponsoring but not everybody sees sponsoring as virtuous: some people 
perceive sponsoring as commercially-orientated and sponsor-serving whilst others 
perceive sponsoring as sponsee-serving (i.e. virtuous). In this study, those people 
who perceive the focal concurrent sponsor as being increasingly virtuous in an 
increasingly entitative group are more likely to support the focal concurrent sponsor.  
 
The similar results in both the official financer and official provider contexts also 
provide support for the underpinning for H4a in chapter 3. Specifically, people’s 
concurrent sponsors’ entitativity perceptions appear to influence their behavioural 
(purchase) intentions towards the focal concurrent sponsor when their persuasion 
knowledge has not been activated. The reason why people’s persuasion knowledge 
is less likely to have been activated is because people have attributed (dispositional) 
traits towards the focal concurrent sponsor, which in turn, means they are less 
inclined to see the sponsor as trying to influence them (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
As such, these people are increasingly willing to support the sponsor by purchasing 
from them because the sponsor has done a ‘good deed’ in supporting the event. 
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6.2.5 H4b: The relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity depends on 
sincerity. When sincerity is low, the relationship is weaker. As sincerity 
increases the relationship becomes stronger. 
 
6.2.5.1 Main effect of sponsor sincerity on sponsee equity 
 
A significant and direct (‘main effect’) association between sponsor sincerity and 
sponsee equity was found in this study for both the ‘official provider’ context and the 
‘official financer’ context. The link between sincerity and sponsee equity supports the 
scant studies which have also examined this relationship. For example, Olson (2010) 
found a direct, significant and positive relationship between sponsor sincerity and 
sponsee equity (operationalised as attitude towards the sponsee and attendance 
likelihood), whilst Ruth and Simonin (2006) found sponsee equity (operationalised as 
attendance likelihood) was positively associated with sponsor sincerity 
(operationalised as goodwill intentions towards customers and the community) 
versus sales-orientated motives in a dyadic sponsor-sponsee setting.  
 
More importantly for the purposes of this study, and to the researcher’s best 
knowledge, previous literature has not examined (and found) the effect that sponsor 
sincerity has on the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship (please see below). 
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6.2.5.2 Official providers: moderating effect of focal sponsor sincerity on the 
entitativity-sponsee equity relationship 
 
The result here indicates that the relationship between entitativity and sponsee 
equity does indeed depend upon people’s perceptions of the focal sponsor’s 
sincerity in official provider contexts (in support of H4b). Specifically, the results 
suggest that the relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity is strengthened 
as people’s perceptions of the focal sponsor’s sincerity increase, such that people 
are more likely to consume the sponsee as entitativity and sincerity increase.  
 
It therefore appears as though sincerity is an important trait for (at least) one sponsor 
to have (or at least perceived to have) if a sponsee’s rights holder is to receive more 
benefit from people’s concurrent sponsor entitativity perceptions (there is already 
some benefit received from people’s entitative perceptions as found by the support 
for H2). Specifically, when sincerity is perceived in the sponsorship, a sponsee’s 
rights holder can benefit more through an increased consumption of its sponsee and 
through greater predictive ability in how people will react to entitative sponsors. 
Sponsor sincerity is therefore perceived by people as somewhat of an ‘added bonus’ 
for sponsee rights holders. This ‘added bonus’ is similar to what previous authors 
have called ‘advertising plus’ (McDonald 1991), whereby the goodwill generated by a 
sponsorship adds an ‘extra’ element on top of traditional advertising channels in the 
minds of consumers. However, McDonald (1991) describes the ‘advertising plus’ as 
a bonus for sponsors; the results of this study suggest it is also a bonus for 
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sponsees too when entitative official providers are (at least partially) sincere in their 
sponsorship. 
 
6.2.5.3 Official financers: moderating effect of focal sponsor sincerity on the 
entitativity-sponsee equity relationship 
 
H4b was not supported in the official financer context. More specifically, the results 
of this study indicate that the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship may not depend 
on people’s sincerity perceptions of (at least one of) the concurrent sponsors in 
official financer contexts. 
 
6.2.6 H5a: The relationship between entitativity and purchase intentions depends 
on people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship. When attitude 
towards the sponsorship is poor, the relationship is negative. As attitude 
towards the sponsorship becomes positive, the relationship becomes positive. 
 
6.2.6.1 Main effect of people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship on 
purchase intentions 
 
A significant and direct (‘main effect’) association between people’s attitude towards 
the sponsee sponsorship and their purchase intentions towards the focal concurrent 
sponsor was found in this study for both the official providers and the official financer 
contexts. This was tested as part of the moderator analysis, and was not a 
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hypothesised relationship. The significant and positive relationship between people’s 
attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship and purchase-intentions is supported in 
the literature (Simmons & Becker-Olsen 2006, Olson 2010).  
 
6.2.6.2 Moderating effect of people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship on 
the entitativity-purchase intentions relationship 
 
The moderating effect of attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship on the 
entitativity-purchase intentions relationship was found to be nonsignificant in both 
official provider and official financer contexts. Consequently, H5a is not supported. 
 
6.2.7 H5b: The relationship between entitativity and sponsee equity depends on 
people’s attitudes towards the sponsee sponsorship. When attitude towards 
the sponsorship is poor, the relationship is negative. As attitude towards the 
sponsorship becomes positive, the relationship becomes positive. 
 
6.2.7.1 Moderating effect of people’s attitude towards the sponsee sponsorship on 
the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship 
 
People’s attitude towards a sponsee sponsorship did not change the concurrent 
sponsor entitativity-sponsee equity relationship in either the official provider or the 
official financer contexts. Hence H5b is not supported. 
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6.2.8 Concluding remarks on study’s findings 
 
In conclusion, the results indicate that similar relationships can be found in both 
official provider and official financer contexts: the antecedents of sponsee equity are 
very similar, except that in the official provider context, people’s sincerity ratings 
towards the focal concurrent sponsor affect the entitativity-sponsee equity 
relationship, such that people are more likely to consume the sponsee when 
entitativity and sincerity are high. The interaction between people’s focal sponsor’s 
sincerity and entitativity does not impact upon sponsee equity in the official financer 
context. However, in both the ‘official providers’ and the ‘official financers’ contexts, 
sincerity does positively affect the entitativity-purchase intentions relationship. 
 
6.3  Contribution to theory 
 
6.3.1 Contribution to entitativity literature 
 
6.3.1.1 Relevance of entitativity within sponsorship contexts 
 
This study takes the entitativity concept, usually found within the social psychology 
field, and applies it to a commercial setting. That is to say that this piece of research 
applies entitativity to the field of marketing and specifically to the sponsorship 
domain. Limited research in marketing has investigated entitativity and for those 
papers which have utilised the entitativity concept, people’s perceptions of other 
CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
   
 
PAGE 304 
 
people have usually been the focus (e.g. Palmatier, Scheer and Steenkamp (2007), 
Palmatier et al. (2007), Smith, Faro and Burson (2013)). 
 
Consequently, this current study’s first contribution to the entitativity literature is a 
demonstration of the concept’s applicability within the marketing field, and 
specifically within the sponsorship domain. In doing so, this work adds to the scant 
literature which indicates that the entitativity concept can be applied to other social 
objects (namely sponsoring brands and sponsees) and not just to people. In turn, the 
current work provides further support to the negligible literature that entitativity is 
generalisable to other contexts. 
 
6.3.1.2 Relevance of entitativity’s outcomes within sponsorship contexts 
 
Literature within the sponsorship domain which explicitly examines entitativity is even 
scarcer than in the broader marketing field. In fact, the researcher is aware of just 
two studies (Carrillat (2005) and Carrillat, Solomon, and D’Astous (2015)) that utilise 
the entitativity concept within a sponsorship setting. These related studies by 
Carrillat and his colleagues investigate entitativity within the context of sponsoring 
brands (as opposed to the context of people). However, the studies centre on a 
person’s likelihood of transferring concurrent sponsors’ traits to each other when 
they are perceived to be in an entitative sponsorship group. Therefore, whilst 
Carrillat’s and his colleagues’ work make a significant contribution to the concurrent 
sponsorship literature, entitativity’s other outcomes found in the social psychology 
literature have not been utilised within the sponsorship domain. 
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Therefore the second contribution to the entitativity literature is the utilisation of 
entitativity’s (other) outcomes (found in the social psychology literature) in concurrent 
sponsorship settings. Specifically, the entitativity literature in social psychology 
describes people being increasingly likely to (a) make ‘online’ judgments (as 
opposed to memory-based judgments) (Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002); (b) 
increase collective responsibility perceptions (Denson et al. 2006, Lickel, Schmader 
& Hamilton 2003, Sherman, Percy 2010); (c) increase ‘potency’ perceptions 
(Sherman, Hamilton & Lewis 1999); (d) increase ‘intentionality’ perceptions 
(O'Laughlin, Malle 2002) and (e) attribute actions to disposition (Yzerbyt, Rogier & 
Fiske 1998, Brewer, Hong & Li 2004) as their entitativity perceptions increase. All of 
these outcomes of entitativity are used to support the current study’s hypotheses. In 
turn, the analysis of the data indicates that most hypotheses are supported, but 
some are not. Therefore, boundary conditions on the generalisability of entitativity’s 
outcomes may have been found too. 
 
6.3.1.3 Entitativity and virtuous acts 
 
The third contribution to the entitativity literature is concerned with addressing 
whether people attribute ‘more’ praise (or not) for an entitative group’s virtuous act. 
Specifically, Newheiser, Sawaoka and Dovidio (2012, p. 935) stated “high-entitativity 
groups are typically perceived much like individual targets…Two competing 
hypotheses can therefore be derived: It is possible that people's reasoning regarding 
transgressions (or virtuous acts) committed by individuals and high-entitativity 
groups function similarly. However, because high-entitativity groups are perceived to 
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possess distinctively high levels of intentionality…it is also possible that people's 
judgments of transgressions [or virtuous acts] committed by high-entitativity groups 
will be more extreme…than their judgments regarding individual agents. Future 
research may directly contrast these predictions.”  
 
The outcome of the significant interaction between entitativity and sponsor sincerity 
on people’s purchase intentions (H4a) in this study’s official provider and official 
financer contexts begins to answer Newheiser, Sawaoka and Dovidio’s (2012) call. 
That is, the results of this study in both sponsorship-type contexts appear to suggest 
that people’s evaluations of entitative groups are more extreme and that people are 
more likely to purchase from a focal concurrent sponsor when it is perceived as 
being in an entitative group and being sincere. 
 
6.3.2 Contribution to sponsorship literature 
 
6.3.2.1 Concurrent sponsorship settings 
 
This study makes a number of contributions to the sponsorship literature. 
Specifically, the study adds to the scant research which has investigated concurrent 
sponsorship settings. Previous sponsorship literature has predominantly focused on 
dyadic sponsorship settings involving one sponsor and one sponsee (Cornwell, 
Weeks & Roy 2005). This is despite concurrent sponsorships being the norm 
(Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 2010, Groza, Cobbs & Schaefers 2012). The results of 
this study indicate that the outcomes of people’s concurrent sponsor entitativity 
perceptions influence their sponsee equity and purchase intentions towards the 
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concurrent focal sponsor. To the researcher’s best knowledge, these relationships 
have not been previously examined in the sponsorship literature. 
 
6.3.2.2 Sponsorship types 
 
Much of the sponsorship literature has examined sponsorship as a generic 
communication tool, overlooking the fact that there are at least two alternative types 
of sponsorship: financial (when a sponsor is an official financer) and in-kind (when a 
sponsor is an official provider). This study therefore contributes to the literature on 
sponsorship by examining the two types of sponsorship. Very strong similarities 
between the two types of sponsorship emerge, but there are also differences. 
Specifically, consumers’ attributions of the focal concurrent sponsor’s sincerity were 
found to moderate the relationship between concurrent sponsors’ entitativity and 
sponsee equity in an official provider (in-kind sponsorship) context but not in the 
context of official financers. This study thus sets the scene for further research 
examining other potential differences between financial and in-kind sponsorship 
arrangements. 
 
6.3.2.3 Purchase intentions 
 
Previous literature has suggested that little is understood about what drives people’s 
purchase intentions towards sponsoring brands (Madrigal 2000, Smith, Graetz & 
Westerbeek 2008) and especially so in major sporting event settings involving 
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concurrent sponsors (cf. Gijsenberg (2014a)). The results of this study contribute to 
our understanding by suggesting that people’s entitativity perceptions of the major 
sporting event’s concurrent sponsors are not directly associated with their purchase 
intentions towards the focal concurrent sponsor. Instead, attributed sincerity towards 
the focal concurrent sponsor impacts upon this relationship. This finding in the study 
contributes to the sponsorship literature. 
 
6.3.2.4 Sponsee equity 
 
Olson (2010, p. 196) states that there is “little theoretical or empirical guidance for 
the development of predictor constructs [of sponsee equity and hence] future 
research might make further attempts to… better understand how perceptions of… 
[sponsee] equity are formed by sponsorship audiences.” This current study answers 
Olson’s (2010) call by empirically demonstrating, through a theoretical underpinning, 
that sponsee equity is affected by (a) people’s entitativity perceptions of concurrent 
sponsors; and (b) in the case of official providers, the interaction between concurrent 
sponsors’ entitativity and a focal sponsor’s sincerity. These factors are also 
significant after a person’s identification with a sponsee is controlled for, indicating 
that there are a number of antecedents which are important drivers of sponsee 
equity in concurrent sponsorship settings. 
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6.3.2.5 The effect of the focal concurrent sponsor’s sincerity 
 
The study’s results also suggest that sponsor sincerity is an important factor in 
consumers’ responses to sponsorships for both the sponsor and sponsee, in spite of 
modern day sponsorships being perceived as strategic and commercial (Messner & 
Reinhard 2012). The importance of sponsor sincerity supports previous sponsorship 
research in one sponsor-one sponsee settings (e.g. Speed and Thompson (2000), 
Rifon et al. (2004), Olson (2010)). 
 
However, in concurrent sponsorship settings, only when the focal sponsor is an 
official provider does its sincerity appear to affect the entitativity-sponsee equity 
relationship. Finding a difference in how people’s sincerity attributions affect sponsee 
evaluations in entitative official provider and entitative official financer contexts 
contributes to the sponsorship literature. Scant research has been undertaken which 
examines consumers’ perceptions of the different sponsorship types. In fact, the 
researcher knows of only one study where a direct comparison can be made 
between an official financer sponsorship context and an official provider sponsorship 
context using the same focal sponsor(s). Namely, in Carrillat and D’Astous' (2012) 
study people’s evaluations of a sponsor’s (Nike or Adidas) product were similar 
when, alongside running an advertising campaign, the sponsor was either an official 
provider or an official financer. However, evaluations of the sponsor’s products were 
significantly lower when, alongside the advertising campaign, the sponsor undertook 
both types of sponsorships. That said, Carrillat and D’Astous' (2012) study did not 
examine the impact that the sponsorship type might have on the sponsee (directly or 
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indirectly). The results of this current study suggest that when people attribute 
sponsor sincerity to a focal sponsor in an entitative concurrent ‘official provider’ 
sponsorship context, it increases their sponsee equity evaluations but this is not the 
case when people attribute sponsor sincerity to a focal sponsor in an entitative 
concurrent ‘official financer’ sponsorship context. 
 
6.4  Implications for sponsorship practice 
 
First, and foremost, this research indicates that both sponsors and events’ rights 
holders should take notice of people’s concurrent sponsor entitativity perceptions as 
these perceptions are related to important outcomes for both brands. That is, 
people’s entitativity perceptions are directly related to sponsee equity and also to 
people’s purchase intentions towards a concurrent sponsor as people’s attributions 
of sincerity increase. 
 
6.4.1 Sponsees’/Properties’ rights holders 
 
Major sports events’ rights holders should take note of this study’s findings. First, the 
results suggest that not only is it important for their properties to have sponsors 
associated with them but it is also important for people to perceive that those 
sponsors have an increasing input into how the respective property is run. This is 
irrespective of whether the sponsors have sponsee-serving motives or not, as 
evidenced by the significant and positive direct relationship between entitativity and 
sponsee equity.  
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Hence, it would appear as though sponsees’ rights holders should look at 
opportunities to foster working relationships with concurrent sponsors to enhance 
concurrent sponsor entitativity perceptions and thus increase sponsee equity. This is 
likely to be easier said than done though: the sponsorship literature indicates that 
property rights holders’ business and marketing acumens tend not to be at the levels 
displayed by the sponsoring companies (cf. Farrelly (1999), Green and Houlihan 
(2006)). “Indeed, there is ample evidence from industry that properties have often 
not been proactive in advancing the sponsorship relationship, and that sponsors 
have acted largely independently when making leveraging decisions and 
investments” (Farrelly & Quester 2003, p. 545). Further, the lack of engagement by 
properties’ rights holders has resulted in a ‘capability gap’ whereby sponsors 
“continue to develop their knowledge and skills” around properties and the 
properties’ rights holders are getting left behind, or their properties are being 
dropped by sponsors (Farrelly 2010, p. 331). 
 
That people are more likely to attend an event when sponsoring companies have an 
increasing influence over it should be a worry to properties’ rights holders because 
there may come a point in time when sponsors decide to ‘go it alone’ and hold their 
own sporting events. The events literature now discusses ‘events marketing’ where 
“companies orchestrate [their own] events specifically to promote products or 
brands” whilst using events as communications platforms (Nufer 2013, p. 35). If 
property rights holders do not become more proactive in their relationships with 
sponsors it may be that sponsoring brands consider putting on their own events 
instead. 
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One way in which property’s rights holders can become more proactive in their 
dealings is to begin allocating a percentage of their revenue towards the sponsor 
relationships. In fact, some sponsees reinvest up to 30% of the sponsorship rights 
fees to help sponsors activate their sponsorships (Farrelly, Quester & Burton 2006). 
However, if resources are allocated towards proactively helping sponsors achieve 
their sponsorship objectives, it means that a smaller proportion of the sponsorship 
resources are being allocated towards the event itself. In turn, consumers’ 
perceptions of the event’s quality may be reduced because less resources are being 
directed this way, or perhaps they perceive the event as being over-commercialised. 
Hence, property rights holders have a delicate balance to maintain between 
satisfying sponsors’ needs and satisfying event consumers’ needs. That said, it is 
unforeseeable that international sporting federations such as FIFA, who dictate the 
rules of the sport, including which teams qualify for its showcase event (the FIFA 
World Cup), need worry about sponsors putting on a rival event. Instead property 
rights holders such as these are likely to have quite a strong bargaining power when 
working with sponsors. As such, the properties’ rights holders whose sports events 
can be easily imitated should be the ones most worried about potentially losing 
sponsors. Therefore these rights holders should consider working more proactively 
with their current sponsors, including setting up opportunities for concurrent sponsor 
entitativity to be enhanced. 
 
Second, alongside fostering entitativity-enhancement opportunities for concurrent 
sponsors, sponsees’ rights holders should also look to create opportunities for 
entitative sponsors to communicate any respective sponsee-serving motives behind 
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their sponsorships, especially if sponsors are official providers. This is because 
sponsee equity should increase. 
 
Trying to increase opportunities for concurrent sponsors to be perceived as sincere 
could once again leave sponsees’ rights holders in a bit of a predicament. On the 
one hand, if sponsees’ rights holders create opportunities for sponsors to be 
perceived as sincere they may in turn be seen as ‘needy’ and therefore less 
desirable properties to sponsor. High-profile corporations are often associated with 
high-profile properties in people’s eyes (Wakefield & Bennett 2010) and market 
prominence and market leadership perceptions are important heuristics for people 
when evaluating sponsors’ products and services (cf. Olson and Thjømøe (2011)). 
Consequently, ‘big sponsors’ may be more reluctant to want to associate themselves 
with properties that appear to need sponsorship, in fear of being perceived by people 
as a smaller business than they are or as having lower quality products. Instead, ‘big 
sponsors’ are more likely to want to associate with properties which do not need 
sponsorships but can command them, so as to take advantage of people’s market 
prominence and market leadership heuristics. In turn, if sponsees’ rights holders do 
appear ‘needy’ it might reduce their bargaining power when negotiating sponsorship 
contracts with potential sponsors, resulting in sponsees receiving less resources 
(finances or otherwise). The knock-on of this is that sponsees’ rights holders will 
have to provide more resources to the sponsees themselves, which further reduces 
their ability to allocate resources to help sponsors activate their sponsorships. In 
theory, a spiralling pattern could transpire whereby sponsors are increasingly 
unlikely to renew their sponsorships because sponsees’ rights holders are not 
working with them (cf. Farrelly and Quester (2003)) or at the same level of ability as 
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the sponsoring companies are working at (cf. Farrelly (2010)), and this could 
ultimately lead to a reduction in sponsee equity. 
 
On the other hand, if properties’ rights holders do not create sincerity opportunities 
for concurrent sponsors to leverage, they run the risk that consumers may attribute 
sponsor-serving motives to the concurrent sponsors, which, in official provider 
contexts, could indirectly affect the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship. In turn, 
this decreases people’s likelihood of purchasing from a (focal) concurrent sponsor. 
 
All that being said, present-day sponsors may themselves want to be perceived as 
sincere. This is because there has been a “re-emergence of a social dimension to 
sponsorship…In this sense, there is a return to the original values of sponsorship, 
which were more orientated towards the betterment of society and a demonstration 
of corporate citizenship” (Ryan, Fahy 2012, p. 1147). Hence, sponsees’ rights 
holders may be ‘pushing on an open door’ when they speak to (potential) sponsors 
about creating ‘sincerity’ opportunities. In fact, sponsees’ rights holders may even be 
better-received by potential sponsors because the former is demonstrating a 
proactive, relationship-building approach to sponsorship. 
 
Third, properties’ rights holders may want to consider the types of sponsorship their 
properties utilise. Specifically, whilst sponsee equity appears to be directly affected 
by a focal sponsor’s sincerity in both official financer and official provider contexts, 
sponsor sincerity additionally affects the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship when 
the concurrent sponsor is an official provider. Consequently, sponsees may wish to 
consider working with sincere official providers over sincere official financers, 
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especially if the sponsees struggle to sell out or achieve a desirable level of footfall. 
That said, sponsees may need finance to put the event on in the first place (Witcher 
et al. 1991, Prendergast, Poon & West 2010, Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012). 
Hence, sponsees’ rights holders may wish to be more ‘creative’ in the assets they 
offer to sponsors such that official financers sound like official providers. For 
example, sponsors may be called the ‘official [product category] supplier’ of the 
sponsee (or equivalent) and pay for this right. In turn, when these concurrent 
sponsors are perceived as being entitative and sincere, sponsee equity should be 
enhanced further. However, whilst this might seem like a logical option to pursue, 
concurrent sponsors must be careful that people do not perceive them as being both 
sponsorships types because the benefits of sponsoring in the first place could be 
diminished (cf. Carrillat and D’Astous (2012)). 
 
6.4.2 Concurrent sponsors 
 
“[P]roductive sponsorship arrangements should induce positive behavioural 
tendencies from consumers” (Ngan, Prendergast & Tsang 2011, p. 552) and the 
results of this study indicate this may be the case. Specifically, the results suggest 
that both concurrent official providers and concurrent official financers can benefit 
from people perceiving them as entitative. That is, people’s purchase intentions 
towards a (focal) concurrent sponsor are positively related to their sponsee equity 
evaluations, which in turn, are positively related to their concurrent sponsors’ 
entitativity perceptions. Further, entitativity positively affects people’s likelihood of 
purchasing from a concurrent sponsor but attributions of sponsor sincerity are also 
needed.  
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Whilst the results should be welcomed news for concurrent sponsors, they should 
also take notice of two key points. First, given that sponsee equity is important, 
concurrent sponsors may wish to promote the sponsee if they would like to increase 
people’s purchase intentions towards themselves. Second, as sincerity affects the 
entitativity-purchase intentions relationship, concurrent sponsors may wish to 
consider ways in which they are perceived as both entitative and sincere in their 
respective event sponsorships if they are to increase people’s purchase intentions 
towards them. 
 
The results of this study also open up new avenues for sponsors to consider if they 
would like to utilise people’s entitativity perceptions. For example, sponsors allocate 
up to eight times more for sponsorship-linked marketing than they do for actually 
securing the sponsorship in the first place (O’Reilly & Horning 2013). Yet, at the 
same time sponsors often leverage the same type of assets a property has to offer 
(cf. Burton et al. (2011), Wishart, Seung and Cornwell (2012)). Hence, it is intuitively 
appealing for concurrent sponsors to consider leveraging a sponsee’s assets 
together. In turn, each sponsor’s individual leveraging costs should be lowered 
because sponsors’ resources, which would have usually been set aside for individual 
activations, have now been combined (thus reducing, for example, duplication 
costs). Simultaneously, people’s entitativity perceptions are also likely to increase, 
given that people will now experience the concurrent sponsors alongside each other 
as well as with the sponsee. 
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People’s increasing experience of seeing concurrent sponsors together may also 
help combat ambush marketers. This may occur for three reasons. First, “[m]emory 
is important to the communication function of all sponsorships” (Cornwell & 
Humphreys 2013, p. 394). Hence, people may be able to improve their memory of 
specific concurrent sponsors by associating them with each other as well as with the 
event. This can lead to more associative linkages being made between the 
concurrent sponsors and the sponsee in people’s minds (cf. Cornwell et al. (2006)). 
For example, if people struggle to remember a particular property’s sponsor but can 
remember another concurrent sponsor of the same property, they may be able to 
retrieve from memory the sponsor they’re struggling to remember through the 
concurrent sponsor they can recall. However, if the links between concurrent 
sponsors are not strong – as is likely to be the case when concurrent sponsors are 
inentitative – then people only have one link between the (hard-to-remember) 
concurrent sponsor and the sponsee. The lack of a strong direct or indirect link from 
the concurrent sponsor to the sponsee leaves the door open for ambush marketers 
to try and associate their own brand with the event, thus further damaging the 
forgotten sponsor’s ‘return on investment’ (ROI) opportunities and other performance 
outcome opportunities. 
 
Second, entitativity is positively associated with threat perceptions (Abelson et al. 
1998). Therefore, if ambush marketers perceive an entitative group of sponsors, they 
may be less willing to try and associate themselves with an event as they perceive 
there to be an increased threat in their ability to create that association. In other 
words, ambush marketers may feel that it would cost more, or that the benefits of a 
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false association with the event are reduced, if they perceive concurrent sponsors as 
entitative. In turn, this should benefit the sponsors themselves (through greater 
sponsorship ROI opportunities) as well as the sponsee rights holder, who should be 
more confident that their event is increasingly protected from ambushers, meaning 
they can continue to secure, and even increase, sponsorships for it (Mazodier, 
Quester & Chandon 2012). 
 
Third, people prefer the in-group to the out-group (e.g. Brewer (1979), Brewer 
(1999), Aboud (2003)). For example, inter-group contexts facilitate greater memories 
of in-group members’ (sponsors’) favourable actions and out-group members’ 
(ambush marketers’) unfavourable actions (Howard & Rothbart 1980). Meanwhile, 
entitativity is positively related to inter-group contexts (Gaertner & Schopler 1998). 
Hence, concurrent sponsors who actively foster entitativity perceptions might be able 
to create ‘in-group’ (concurrent sponsors) versus ‘out-group’ (ambush marketers) 
intergroup contexts in consumers’ minds. Creating ‘in-group’ versus ‘out-group’ 
contexts would seem most appropriate when sponsors are targeting highly identified 
event consumers. This is because these people are most likely to want the event’s 
continuation. Hence, if ambush marketers threaten this event’s very existence 
(Mazodier, Quester & Chandon 2012), they are likely to be prime ‘out-group’ 
members in people’s minds, given their identification with the event. 
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6.5  Limitations of the study 
 
Six specific limitations are identified within this study. Each of these will now be 
addressed followed by a brief description into how future research might move 
forward, taking these limitations into consideration. 
 
6.5.1 Scenarios 
 
As outlined in Chapter 4, the use of scenarios was appropriate for this study for three 
reasons:  
1. they allow a researcher to find a good blend of internal and ecological validity; 
2. to the researcher’s best knowledge, the leveraging of other concurrent 
sponsors is not prevalent in the industry; 
3. to the researcher’s best knowledge, both sponsorship research and practice 
rarely distinguish between the different sponsorship types (i.e. being an 
official provider or being an official financer). 
 
However using scenarios in this study also provides some limitations.  
 
First, although the current study’s scenarios are expected to enable the researcher 
to test the hypotheses, it is not possible to confirm that people did indeed make the 
attributions and inferences they were expected to make. Therefore, in order to find 
support for these underlying mechanisms for which the hypotheses are built on, “it 
would be necessary to assess the nature of inferences that consumers are making” 
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whilst reading those scenarios (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012, p. 572). Future research 
may therefore consider a ‘listing’ exercise or a ‘thought elicitation’ exercise where 
people’s inferences are captured after a scenario has been read. 
 
Second, respondents read the official financer (official provider) sponsorship 
scenario next to the official provider (official financer) sponsorship scenario. The 
reasons for including the scenarios next to each other were (a) to test the model on 
both sponsorship types and (b) to allow respondents to see the differences between 
an official financer and an official provider when evaluating the sponsorships. 
However, “[w]hen a group is viewed in the context of a contrast group, the 
distinctions between the groups in the form of stereotype formation and use become 
more likely. Thus, the presence of a contrast category motivates the formation of a 
stereotype as a way to create maximal differentiation between the two groups” 
(Crawford, Sherman & Hamilton 2002, p. 1091). Consequently, contrasting the 
official financer (official provider) sponsors with the official provider (official financer) 
sponsors may have accentuated people’s perceived differences between the 
sponsorship types, and led to increased stereotypes being generated, which may not 
have occurred had respondents only read about one sponsorship type or concurrent 
sponsors in general. That said, similar results were found for both sponsorship type 
contexts. In turn, this suggests that people (a) perceive the outcomes of both 
sponsorship types to be pretty similar; or (b) that the scenarios didn’t distinguish 
between official financers or official providers well enough. To find support for either 
suggestion, more research is needed to further understand how people perceive 
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official providers and official financers, and particularly so in (in)entitative concurrent 
sponsorships. 
 
Third, eight similar scenario combinations were created to test the hypotheses. 
However, given the different permutations that result from using a combination of 
different sponsorship types (official financer or official provider), different focal 
concurrent sponsors (Nike or Adidas), different sponsees (National Provincial 
Championship (NPC) or European Games (EUR)), different sponsor products, and 
counter balancing (whether official financers (official providers) are read first 
(second) or second (first)), 32 different scenarios could have been created. An 
examination of people’s responses across the eight scenarios suggests that a 
specific scenario is not the cause of those responses, as indicated by the 
nonsignificant differences found between most items (the only construct which 
appeared to have people answering it significantly differently across the scenarios 
was a control). However, to have more confidence that a specific scenario does not 
affect people’s responses in a particular way, all 32 scenarios could have been used. 
 
Fourth, the sporting context in each scenario used major sporting events that had a 
grassroots/sport-development aspect to them. For example, the European Games is 
to be used as a springboard for European athletes to compete on the world stage 
whilst the National Provincial Championship has a focus on grassroots rugby. As 
these event are not on the same global level as the likes of the IOC’s Olympics or 
FIFA’s World Cup but instead have a ‘nurturing’ aspect to them, people may have 
attributed sincerity towards the concurrent sponsors, which would otherwise not be 
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present. Moreover, the European Games has its inaugural event during the summer 
of 2015 but data were collected for this study in 2013; the National Provincial 
Championship is an event held in New Zealand but data were collected at a UK-
based university. Whilst the scenarios gave a background to these events, people’s 
deeper knowledge of the events is unlikely to be high relative to their knowledge of 
events such as the Commonwealth Games or the Olympics Games. Consequently, 
future research should consider using both unknown and well-known, grassroots and 
global events that take place both near and far away, to see if the study’s results can 
be replicated. 
 
Fifth, and in line with Carrillat and D’Astous (2012, p. 572), the use of scenarios 
“relies on respondents’ idiosyncratic mental images activated through specific words. 
The extent to which these mental images correspond to the impressions that would 
result from real exposure to sponsorship …stimuli is unknown. It would therefore be 
important to replicate this study using more concrete stimuli such as actual or 
computer-generated (virtual) films showing sports events” with both entitative and 
inentitative official providers and official financers. 
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6.5.2 Use of Nike and Adidas as the focal concurrent sponsor 
 
The study used a focal concurrent sponsor for three main reasons: 
 
1. it is line with the latest literature on brand alliances (Newmeyer, Venkatesh & 
Chatterjee 2014); 
2. sponsors are more interested in their own performance than on other 
concurrent sponsors’ performances; 
3. artificially limiting the number of sponsors may interfere with people’s 
entitativity perceptions (McGarty et al. 1995). 
 
 
Although people were informed that ‘other’ brands sponsored the named event in 
each scenario, these brands were not specified. This is in line with previous research 
which also informed people that ‘other’ brands were sponsoring an event but without 
specifying those respective brands’ names (Ruth & Simonin 2006). However, 
people’s evaluations of the focal sponsor and the sponsee may be affected by their 
evaluations of other concurrent sponsors (e.g. Ruth & Simonin (2003)). 
Consequently, the evaluations people made about the ‘other’ sponsors in this current 
study may have affected their judgments, such that sponsee equity and purchase 
intention evaluations were affected. Future research should therefore consider 
limiting the number of concurrent sponsors under investigation so that an 
examination into whether the ‘other’ sponsors affect people’s evaluations of sponsee 
equity and purchase intentions towards a focal sponsor. Moreover, this would allow 
researchers to investigate sponsor-sponsee ‘fit’, sponsor-sponsor ‘fit’ and group ‘fit’ 
alongside entitativity. ‘Fit’ is the most popular predictor construct in dyadic 
sponsorship relationships (Cornwell, Weeks & Roy 2005, Olson 2010) but has been 
used at the sponsor/sponsee level of analysis. Meanwhile, ‘group fit’ and entitativity 
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are at the group-level of analysis. Therefore, the suggestion that a group is greater 
than the sum of its parts (Wilder & Simon 1998) or at least qualitatively different than 
its constituent members (Kimchi 1992, Mishra, Mishra & Nayakankuppam 2006) 
could also be investigated. 
 
The use of Nike and Adidas as the focal concurrent sponsor was deliberate: both 
brands were chosen “because of their a priori high level of familiarity…and their high 
plausibility of being event sponsors” (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012, p. 566) (see also 
Ruth and Simonin (2003)). However, because of Nike’s and Adidas’ plausibility in 
being sponsors, people may have evaluated them in a particular way, which could 
have influenced subsequent thoughts about the sponsorship group and the ‘other’ 
concurrent sponsors. For example, Nike and Adidas may have been perceived as 
prototypical sponsors. “The prototype view assumes that categories are represented 
by abstract composites…based on central tendency information. These summary 
representations are based on the most likely features of the category's instances, 
based on a person's experiences with category members…The features in a 
prototype need only be probable of the concept, not necessary and sufficient. 
Categories are assumed to have graded structure, such that some category 
members are more representative, or typical, of a category than other category 
members” (Loken, Barsalou & Joiner 2008, p. 135). Alternatively, Nike and Adidas 
may have been considered as sponsor exemplars. “The exemplar view assumes that 
categories are represented by specific, stored instances of the category, rather than 
by general, abstracted prototypes. An exemplar is often viewed as a representation 
of a specific category instance (e.g., a specific MP3 player, such as iPod). Some 
exemplar theorists, however, assume that an exemplar can also be a subset of a 
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category (e.g., sedans as a subset of automobiles), its representation consisting of 
other exemplars or a conceptualization of the subset's features. According to 
exemplar theorists, a new stimulus (e.g., an ad for a new MP3 player) acts as a 
retrieval cue to access similar exemplar representations (e.g., iPod) in memory. The 
stimulus is classified as a member in the category to which it has the most similar 
stored exemplar representation” (Loken, Barsalou & Joiner 2008, pp. 135-136). 
 
Consequently, whether people view Nike/Adidas as a prototypical or an exemplar 
sponsor can affect the basis upon which the sponsorship group as a whole – 
including its structure – and the ‘other’ unnamed concurrent sponsors are 
considered, which in turn could affect sponsor and sponsee evaluations. More 
specifically, different ‘other’ concurrent sponsors may be thought about as being in 
the sponsorship group if Nike/Adidas is considered prototypical than if Nike/Adidas is 
considered an exemplar. For example, a sponsor such as EON may (may not) be 
considered as another ‘other’ concurrent sponsor in a sponsorship group if 
Nike/Adidas is considered as a prototypical sponsor but may not (may) be if 
Nike/Adidas is considered an exemplar sponsor. Further, “the prototypicality of a 
particular group member can affect the mental linkage between that member and the 
group as a whole… member prototypicality provide a cognitive basis for 
generalization” (Paolini et al. 2004, p. 575). If this is related to the current study, it 
suggests that if people judge Nike/Adidas prototypically, their evaluations of this 
focal sponsor is increasingly likely to inform their evaluations about the sponsorship 
group as a whole as well as inform their evaluations about the ‘other’ unnamed 
concurrent sponsors in that group. This could ultimately have a knock-on effect for 
both sponsee equity and people’s purchase intentions because the spill-over to/from 
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the ‘other’ concurrent sponsors can impact both the focal concurrent sponsor and the 
sponsee (cf. Ruth & Simonin 2003, Ruth & Simonin 2006, Carrillat, Harris & Lafferty 
2010). Therefore, future research should consider using other focal concurrent 
sponsors, which have less plausibility of being a major sporting event’s sponsor to 
see if this study’s results are replicable. 
 
As well as people considering different ‘other’ sponsors depending upon whether 
they perceive Nike/Adidas as prototypical or as an exemplar, they might also 
perceive exactly the same ‘other’ sponsors as being typical of the sponsorship group 
if Nike/Adidas is considered a prototype (exemplar) but atypical if Nike/Adidas is 
considered an exemplar (prototype). Future research might therefore consider 
looking into priming people to think in a prototypical/exemplar-based manner and 
examine the effects that the ‘other’ concurrent sponsors have on sponsee equity and 
purchase intentions. 
 
Finally, entitativity is associated with prototypical representations (e.g. Brewer and 
Harasty (1996)) such that “perceived entitativity results in the assimilation of 
individuals to the group stereotype” (Hamilton et al. 2009, p. 187). Hence, ‘other’ 
concurrent sponsors may be perceived as more prototypical as their entitativity 
perceptions increase. In turn, future research may look at how an otherwise atypical 
or poor fitting concurrent sponsor (e.g. a sponsor associated with an unhealthy 
lifestyle being a sponsor of a major sporting event) can become a more prototypical 
sponsor, and the outcomes of this for both the sponsee and the other sponsors. 
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6.5.3 Use of students 
 
The use of students in this study is appropriate for two main reasons (Calder, Phillips 
& Tybout 1981). First, students are a relatively homogeneous sub(population) and 
therefore suitable to use when testing theories; and second, students represent a 
subgroup of the target population so appropriate to consider as part of a bigger 
study. Also, as students are soon to become graduates, they are expected to be 
computer literate too, which means that they should be able to access an 
online/email self-reported questionnaire. 
 
As indicated above, students in this study represent a subpopulation of the citizens 
of the British Isles (the total population). The extent to which they truly form a 
homogeneous sample is open to debate. Consequently, further work should look to 
replicate the findings of this study to add to the generalisability of this study. 
 
6.5.4 Response rate 
 
Unfortunately, the use of the third-party-run listservs means that the response rate 
could not be calculated. Specifically, because the researcher was not in charge of 
sending out the email notifications, he is unaware of how many students received an 
email notification but did not respond. In turn, the researcher cannot be confident 
that respondents represent the population of interest. That said, two important points 
should be noted. First, 34.6% of respondents who clicked on the questionnaire link 
completed it in the pre-testing stage, with this number rising to 39.5% during the 
main study. Consequently, of the people known to have been exposed to the 
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questionnaire, over a third completed it, which is favourable compared to other 
response rates. Second, 200 responses are suggested as needed if structural 
equation modelling is to be undertaken (Kelloway 1998, Hair et al. 2010). In this 
study, data from 334 questionnaires were collected, of which 272 were retained 
because they were classified as having come from students of the British Isles, 
which is a much higher figure than the suggested 200. Taken together, it is therefore 
argued that an adequate number of responses were obtained from a subpopulation 
of British Isles’ citizens. Moving forward, future research might consider alternative 
methods of collecting data (for example, standing on a street corner) on other 
subpopulations so that a response rate can be calculated.  
  
6.5.5 Non-response bias 
 
Whilst non-response bias does not appear to be of concern in this study, it is 
acknowledged that tests undertaken to check for non-response bias (namely 
(Armstrong and Overton (1977)) are based on the assumption that every respondent 
receives the email (pre)notifications at approximately the same time. However, 
during the data collection stage of the current study, the researcher could not 
guarantee that people were informed of the study at the same time. This was 
because third-party-run listservs were used to distribute the researcher’s email 
questionnaire. The researcher did ask the third parties if they could supply details of 
when email notifications were sent out, including how many times but in the end this 
information was not forthcoming. Hence the researcher had to make some 
assumptions about how to test for non-response bias (namely, use a cut-off point of 
just before the second request to third parties (administrators) was sent out, asking 
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them to send a follow-up email notification about the study with a link to the 
questionnaire). 
 
6.5.6 Use of Likert scales throughout questionnaire 
 
Due to feedback given during the debriefing stage, it was advised to use Likert 
scales with radio buttons as opposed to drop down menus for many of the questions. 
However, the use of common-scale anchors can increase common method variance 
(CMV) bias. Whilst both data-based and analytical solutions were employed to help 
reduce CMV, the use of different scales would have helped to further control for this 
bias. 
 
6.6  Future Research Directions 
 
Whilst specific future research directions have been discussed as part of overcoming 
this study’s nonsignificant findings and the study’s limitations, additional research 
directions are now discussed in more detail. 
 
6.6.1 People’s natural typologies of social groups 
 
It has been suggested in this study that people may perceive concurrent sponsors as 
being similar to a task group (Chapter 3). This is because the group properties 
people attribute to a task group appear similar to how sponsors (co)operate with a 
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sponsee’s rights holder. That said, little is known about how people actually perceive 
concurrent sponsors, including the structure of the sponsorship group, and whether 
this changes depending upon the type of sponsorship (i.e. ‘in-kind assistance’ by 
official providers or ‘financial assistance’ by official financers). Consequently, future 
qualitative-based research should consider examining people’s thoughts about the 
different concurrent sponsors in more detail. This could be undertaken through the 
use of focus groups or thought-elicitation exercises, for example. 
 
That said, whilst more qualitative data is needed to understand the sponsorship-type 
contexts better, a quick examination of the mean entitative scores for official 
providers and financers indicates that there are significant differences found between 
people’s official provider and official financer ratings. Specifically, a paired-sample t-
test performed on official providers’ and official financers’ item-parcelled entitativity 
measures indicates that official providers (M = 4.0175) are perceived to be 
significantly more entitative than official financers (M = 3.7022) are [ t(271) = 3.494, p 
= .001 (2-tailed) ]. This result could begin to shed light into how the two sponsorship 
types are perceived. Specifically, entitativity has been conceptualised as being on a 
continuum (Hamilton, Sherman & Lickel 1998), anchored by ‘very definite group’ or 
‘real group’ at one end, and ‘loose aggregates’ anchored at the other end (Yzerbyt & 
Anouk 2001, Spink, Wilson & Priebe 2010). Therefore, if official providers and official 
financers were to be positioned on the entitativity continuum the former would most 
likely be closer (relative to the latter) to the ‘very definite group’ anchor whilst the 
latter would most likely be closer (relative to the former) to the ‘loose aggregates’ 
anchor (as evidenced by the difference in the means of the official provider and the 
official financer entitativities in the study).  
CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
   
 
PAGE 331 
 
 
However, part of what determines where people place a collective on the entitativity 
continuum is potentially down to the blend of different properties that that group is 
implicitly expected to have (cf. Lickel et al. 2006) (see Chapter 2 and 4 and also 
below), and also to do with how a group would like to be perceived. For example, 
Palestinians and Kurds may like to increase people’s entitativity perceptions of them 
so that they are considered more like nations. However, conspirers may like to 
decrease people’s entitativity perceptions of them so as to not arouse suspicion (cf. 
Moreland and McMinn (2004)).  
 
In turn, future research should look into how people react to the different blends of 
group properties within different concurrent sponsorship settings and/or how groups 
of sponsors manipulate people’s perceptions of them. This is explained further 
below. 
 
6.6.1.1 Concurrent sponsorships as intimacy groups 
 
For example, concurrent sponsors may be able to manipulate people into thinking 
they are an ‘intimate group’. For this to happen there would have to be relatively few 
(probably major) companies involved in a sponsorship and these sponsors would 
have to have worked with one another on many occasions and over many years (see 
Table 1 in Chapter 2). Being associated with the other sponsors and the property 
would also have to be especially important to each sponsor member. If this was the 
case then concurrent sponsors may have a chance of being considered like a 
‘family,’ for example. The International Olympic Committee often talks about an 
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‘Olympic Family’ and even their own communication has (mistakenly) included its 
sponsors as part of this family (e.g. International Olympic Committee (n.d.a)). The 
Olympics also has a long and close history with a number of its major sponsors. For 
example, Coca Cola has sponsored the Olympics since 1928 (Coca Cola n.d.a) and 
McDonalds has sponsored the Olympics since 1976 (International Olympic 
Committee n.d.b). This is a considerable length of time, given sponsorship contracts 
are typically up for renewal every three to five years (Farrelly & Quester 2003). 
Therefore the length of time these sponsors have been involved with the Olympic 
Games, indicates to people that a particular level of impermeability exists, which, in 
turn, may suggest that the sponsorship group is intimate. That said, for this high level 
of impermeability to exist, it would also be necessary for all of the concurrent 
sponsors’ ‘efforts’ and ‘sense of belonging’ to be directed at one or very few 
sponsored properties (and to each other) (cf. Lickel et al. (2000), Sherman, Castelli 
and Hamilton (2002)). This is not the usual sponsorship practice. In fact, it is now the 
norm for companies to have a complex portfolio of sponsored properties (Chien, 
Cornwell & Pappu 2011). Even Coca Cola, which has such a long association with 
the Olympics, has had a sponsorship portfolio with American Idol and NASCAR 
(Coca Cola n.d.b) while McDonalds’ sponsorship portfolio also includes the FIFA 
World Cup (McDonalds n.d.). Therefore, it would seem that concurrent sponsors 
would find it particularly difficult to manipulate situations that would make people 
believe they act like an intimate group. However, if sponsors do decide to sponsor 
fewer properties, there is some evidence to suggest that consumer responses may 
be more favourable. Specifically, consumers have stated that “their response would 
not be as strong toward sponsorship by firms they perceived to be engaging in a 
large number of sponsorships simultaneously. Respondents explained their reaction 
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in terms of some firms "sponsoring everything," and since they expected these firms 
to be sponsors, their response was minimal” (Speed & Thompson 2000, p. 229). 
 
6.6.1.2 Concurrent sponsorships as task groups 
 
A more conceivable situation, and as suggested in this study, is for consumers to 
perceive concurrent sponsors as a task group. That said, the extent to which people 
perceive official providers and official financers as being ‘typical’ of a task group is up 
for debate. The specific properties associated with a task group in the social 
psychology literature (outlined in Chapter 3) would appear to match the description 
of ‘official providers’ more so than the description of ‘official financers’. Put another 
way, it is intuitively appealing to think that people’s default position when they see 
entitative official providers is to assume that it operates as a task group, whereby the 
sponsors find it easier to achieve their respective goal(s) when they work together 
than when they work separately. This is a fortunate position to be in for official 
providers, given their objective behind this type of sponsorship is to demonstrate the 
functional soundness of their products (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). 
 
Meanwhile, whilst official financers may act similarly to official providers in practice – 
for example, they may interact with the sponsee’s rights holder and (to a very limited 
extent) with each other, as well as (usually) coming from unique product categories – 
people may not actually perceive them as being like a task group.  
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6.6.1.3 Concurrent sponsorships as social categories 
 
In fact, it is conceivable that concurrent official financers may be naturally perceived 
as a social category. This is because social categories are considered categorical in 
nature (Wilder & Simon 1998, Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton & Sherman 2007a) and 
the primary criterion for membership of a categorical group is similarity (Rutchick, 
Hamilton & Sack 2008). Meanwhile, official financers choose to give financial 
assistance because they would like to transfer the meaning of the event onto 
themselves (Carrillat & D’Astous 2012). In other words, they are seeking similarity 
between the sponsored property and themselves. Furthermore, relative to official 
providers, it is foreseeable that official financers induce categorically construed 
thinking given their limited interaction with other sponsors and their desire for 
similarity. Hence, social categories may be the default position for official financers in 
people’s minds. Future research should therefore consider this possibility. 
 
6.6.1.4 Concurrent sponsorships as loose associations 
 
Finally, concurrent sponsors may create situations where they are perceived as 
loose associations. In fact, the actions of today’s sponsors would make one suspect 
that this is how concurrent sponsors are currently perceived. This is because, to the 
author’s best knowledge, it is rare for sponsors to proactively work together or 
promote each other during their respective sponsorships of a property. 
Consequently, it means that concurrent sponsors display low levels of interaction 
with each other (cf. Lickel et al. (2000)). Further, as mentioned, sponsors typically 
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renew their sponsorships every three to five years (Farrelly & Quester 2003). 
Therefore, if a sponsorship is not renewed, it is likely that the sponsor did not 
achieve its desired objectives or does not believe it can continue to achieve its 
desired objectives. It also suggests that the sponsor did not believe it gained any 
significant benefits from being associated with other concurrent sponsors of the 
property and therefore the group is not so important to the sponsor. This is 
analogous to the properties of a ‘loose association’ social group (e.g. Lickel et al. 
(2000), Hamilton, Sherman & Castelli (2002)). A sponsorship contract, which is not 
renewed, also means that another sponsor from the same product category as the 
departing sponsor can take up this sponsorship opportunity. Consequently, the 
sponsorship group is high in permeability, which is also analogous to a ‘loose 
associations’ social group (Lickel et al. 2006). In situations like these, sponsors will 
most likely be perceived as analogous to a collection of individual sponsors. 
Therefore people’s perceptions of entitativity should be lower for concurrent 
sponsors in this situation (e.g. Lickel et al. (2000)). It also means that consumers are 
more likely to use memory-based judgments of the sponsors and that specific spill-
over effects are less likely to occur due to individual sponsors being compared less 
with one another (cf. McConnell, Sherman and Hamilton (1997), Hamilton, Sherman 
and Lickel (1998)). 
 
6.6.1.5 People’s typology of social groups: concluding remarks 
 
In summary, if people’s perceptions of concurrent sponsors are based on the same 
blend of properties that each type of social group is expected to have, it means that 
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both sponsors and property rights holders could take advantage of consumers’ 
natural typology of social groups, or could quite easily manipulate people into 
perceiving this. Specifically, the ability to influence consumers’ perceptions such that 
they perceive the concurrent sponsors as a particular social group, is a very powerful 
tool for sponsorship managers and property right holders to have. Hence, future 
research should investigate people’s baseline, intuitive assumptions about entitative 
official providers and official financers, including which social group they naturally fall 
into (if at all), as well as how people can be manipulated into thinking concurrent 
sponsors act like another specific social group. In turn, the outcomes of people’s 
concurrent sponsors’ entitativity within each social group should be investigated. 
 
6.6.2 People’s homogeneity and entitativity perceptions of concurrent sponsors 
 
This current study indicates that entitativity can influence people’s behavioural 
intentions towards a concurrent sponsor. However, it is still unclear how a concurrent 
sponsor should attempt to persuade an event’s audience given that people may 
perceive the concurrent sponsorships differently (cf. Ruth and Simonin (2006), 
Cornwell (2008)). One particular way in which the concurrent sponsors may be 
perceived differently is through the level of concurrent sponsor homogeneity 
(similarity). People’s concurrent sponsor homogeneity perceptions may stem from 
their images of the respective sponsors or the extent to which they see the sponsors 
as having similar product offerings. 
 
CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
   
 
PAGE 337 
 
It is argued that homogeneity is neither conceptually, nor empirically, equivalent to 
entitativity (cf. Hamilton (2007), Crump et al. (2010)). However, it can be an 
important predictor of entitativity in some contexts (e.g. Ip, Chiu and Wan (2006), 
Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a)), whilst in other cases, it can 
have little to no association with entitativity at all (e.g. Ip, Chiu and Wan (2006), 
Rutchick, Hamilton and Sack (2008), Crump et al. (2010)). Future research should 
therefore consider whether concurrent sponsors’ homogeneity (similarity) influences 
people’s behavioural intentions in a similar manner to people’s entitativity 
perceptions. 
 
6.6.2.1 Multiple source theory 
 
The distinction between entitativity and homogeneity is important because at first 
glance, contradictory results have been found in the persuasion literature. 
Specifically, some studies have found that greater persuasion and more positive 
evaluations of a focal target take place when a group is perceived like a single entity 
(e.g. Rydell and McConnell (2005)), whilst other studies have shown that separate 
entities are often more influential than one group entity of the same size (e.g. 
Harkins and Petty (1987), Wilder (1990), Askevis-Leherpeux (2005), Lopes, Vala 
and Garcia-Marques (2007)). These latter results are consistent with the multiple 
source effect, which states that multiple sources are more persuasive than single 
sources (cf. Harkins and Petty (1987)). 
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The suggested reason for why separate entities are more influential than one group 
entity of the same size has been put down to people treating the information about 
the separate entities as coming from separate data points, so to speak, where each 
entity offers something to the group independently (Wilder 1990). People then 
attribute external reasons for ‘independent’ members consenting to the same thing 
(Lopes, Vala & Garcia-Marques 2007). A group of the same size, which is perceived 
as one entity may be perceived as less independent of one another, meaning people 
begin to attribute ‘internal’ self-interest reasons for why the group would exist (Lopes, 
Vala & Garcia-Marques 2007). 
 
The results showing separate entities as being more persuasive and the results 
showing one entity as being more persuasive may not necessarily be incompatible 
though (Rydell & McConnell 2005). Looking closely at the empirical evidence, which 
shows the influence the multiple source effect has over a single source entity 
highlights that group member homogeneity (similarity) was often the basis for 
comparison. Entitativity is more complex than a group’s homogeneity (similarity) 
(Hamilton, Sherman & Rodgers 2004). Therefore, homogeneity can be an important 
factor in group perceptions but it is clearly not the only factor involved (cf. Rydell and 
McConnell (2005), Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton and Sherman (2007a)). 
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6.6.2.2 Homogeneous and heterogeneous sponsors 
 
Recent sponsorship literature has suggested that homogeneity may negatively 
impact upon consumers’ responses to sponsorship. Namely, the results of Pappu 
and Cornwell (2014, p. 500) “suggest that the adverse impact of perceived similarity 
on the endorsed nonprofit’s [sponsee] clarity of positioning is stronger for low-fit 
sponsorships than high-fit sponsorships. These results provide support for the 
argument that high similarity can lead to adverse evaluations owing to the disruption 
of correspondence bias.” They also later found that sponsor-sponsee homogeneity 
“diluted the effect of [sponsor-sponsee] fit on attitude toward the sponsorship and the 
indirect effect of fit on attitude toward the sponsor for high-fit sponsorships” (pp. 502-
503). 
 
Consequently, at a group-level of analysis it is suggested that group member 
heterogeneity is an important factor for greater persuasion to take place because of 
a multiple source effect, whilst entitativity judgments, which are not influenced by 
group member homogeneity will also lead to greater persuasion. Therefore, when 
the properties of a sponsorship group allow people to infer judgments of group-
members based on homogeneity (cf. Lickel et al. (2000), Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton 
and Sherman (2007a)), such as they would if the sponsors came from the same 
product (or service) category or had similar images, then higher levels of entitativity 
should result in people having less favourable sponsorship responses than if 
entitativity is not influenced by homogeneity. Hence future research should consider 
the interaction between people’s concurrent sponsors’ homogeneity and entitativity 
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perceptions and the impact this has on both a focal concurrent sponsor and a 
sponsee. 
 
6.7  Concluding remarks 
 
To conclude, this study demonstrates that people’s entitativity perceptions of events’ 
concurrent sponsors influence their likelihoods of consuming that event, as well as 
purchasing from the sponsors themselves. This study therefore contributes to both 
theory and practice, and adds to the entitativity and the sponsorship literatures.  
 
Specifically, the study indicates that entitativity is directly and positively associated 
with sponsee equity, which is itself, directly and positively associated with people’s 
purchase intentions towards the focal concurrent sponsor. Support for entitativity’s 
direct influence on people’s purchase intentions is not found. That said, aside from 
its indirect impact on purchase intentions through sponsee equity, entitativity is found 
to influence people’s purchase intentions towards the focal concurrent sponsor when 
people attribute increasing levels of sincerity towards the focal sponsor. Likewise, 
the entitativity-sponsee equity relationship is also positively affected by people’s 
sincerity attributions towards the focal concurrent sponsor but only when the sponsor 
is an official provider. Attributions of sincerity towards the focal concurrent sponsor 
when it is an official financer does not affect the entitativity-sponsee equity 
relationship. 
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Moreover, a number of significant findings that have been found in previous 
sponsorship literature are not found in the current study. For example, in dyadic 
sponsor-sponsee settings, previous literature has found a direct and positive link 
between sincerity and purchase intentions, and between attitude towards the 
sponsee sponsorship and sponsee equity. However, this study does not find support 
for these relationships (when tested for as part of the hierarchical procedure for 
testing moderating effects), despite focussing on one concurrent sponsor within a 
concurrent sponsorship setting. 
 
Taken together, the results of this study indicate that concurrent sponsorships are an 
important context to consider when investigating consumers’ sponsorship responses. 
This is because entitativity, a concept, which exists in group settings, appears to be 
significantly and positively associated with consumer-related sponsorship outcomes 
(namely sponsee equity and purchase intentions when entitativity interacts with 
sponsor sincerity). Further, the nonsignificant relationships found between some of 
the constructs in this study that have been found to be significant in dyadic settings, 
suggests that concurrent sponsorship settings – which represent a more realistic and 
common sponsorship context – may be an important sponsorship context to consider 
in future sponsorship investigations.  
 
That said, our understanding of consumers’ responses in concurrent sponsorship 
settings is still negligible and future work is needed. Hence, this thesis should be 
considered as just the starting point for future studies into consumers’ responses to 
concurrent sponsorships, as opposed to the end. The thesis outlines a number of 
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future research avenues which could increase our understanding of consumers’ 
responses in concurrent sponsorships, including building on the limitations of the 
current study, as well as specific avenues set out in the ‘future research directions’ 
section. It is hoped that these ‘future research directions’ ideas help stimulate further 
studies into concurrent sponsorship settings and consumers’ responses to them.
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Appendix 1 
Table 38: Definitions of sponsorship found in the literature 
Source Definition of sponsorship Original quote 
(Meenaghan 
1983) 
“. . . can be regarded as the provision of assistance either financial or in-kind to an 
activity by a commercial organization for the purpose of achieving commercial 
objectives” (p. 9) 
Original quote 
(Gardner & 
Shuman 1987) 
“Sponsorships can be defined as investments in causes or events to support corporate 
objectives (e.g., enhance company image) or marketing objectives (e.g., increase 
brand awareness), and are usually not made through traditional media-buying 
channels” (p. 11) 
Original quote 
(Sandler & Shani 
1989) 
“The provision of resources (e.g. money, people, equipment) by an organization 
directly to an event or activity in exchange for a direct association to the event or 
activity. The providing  organization can then use this direct association to achieve 
either their corporate, marketing, or media objectives” (p. 10) 
Original quote 
(Meenaghan 
1991b) 
“. . . sponsorship is an investment, in cash or in kind, in an activity, in return for access 
to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity” (p. 36) 
Original quote 
(Cornwell 1995) “. . . the orchestration and implementation of marketing activities for the purpose of 
building and communicating an association (link) to a sponsorship”a (p. 15) 
Original quote 
(International 
Events Group 
1999) 
“. . . a cash and/or in-kind fee paid to a property (typically a sports, entertainment, non-
profit event or organization) in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential 
associated with that property” 
Original quote 
(Dean 2002) “Sponsorship is defined as investments in causes or events to support corporate 
objectives, such as an enhancement of corporate image or an increase in brand 
awareness (Gardner and Shuman 1988)” (p. 78) 
(Gardner & Shuman 
1988) 
 
(Drennan & 
Cornwell 2004) 
Sponsorship is defined as “a cash and/or in kind fee paid to a property  (typically a 
sports, entertainment, non-profit event or organization) in return  for access to the 
exploitable commercial potential associated with that property” (IEG 2000).” (pp. 1123-
1124) 
(International Events 
Group 2000) 
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(Calderon-
Martinez, Mas-
Ruiz & Nicolau-
Gonzalbez 2005) 
“commercial sponsorship constitutes an onerous bilateral contract with direct 
compensation, whereas philanthropic sponsorship has a non-lucrative character 
without compensation (Carbajo 1989).” (p. 76) 
 
“The definitions we use for the purposes of this paper are the following. With 
commercial sponsorship, the firm participates in an event in order to gain business 
objectives, such as an increase in awareness or higher sales (D’Astous & Bitz 1995; 
Quester & Thompson 2001). On the other hand, philanthropic sponsorship looks at 
objectives related to the improvement of corporate image and social recognition in the 
context of the community (Armstrong 1988; Sandler & Shani 1989; Quester & 
Thompson 2001).” (p. 76) 
(Carbajo 1989) 
 
(d’Astous & Bitz 
1995) 
 
(Quester & 
Thompson 2001) 
 
(Armstrong 1988) 
 
(Sandler & Shani 
1989) 
(Maher et al. 
2006) 
“Sponsorship is defined as "a cash and/or in kind fee paid to a property in return for 
access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that property." Some of 
these commercial potentials of sports sponsorship include promotional opportunities, 
personal endorsements, and sometimes exclusive stocking agreements”. 
(Corti et al. 1997) 
(Mullin, Hardy & 
Sutton 2007) 
“. . . the acquisition of rights to affiliate or directly associate with a product or event for 
the purpose of deriving benefits related to that affiliation or association” (p. 254) 
Original quote 
(Wilson, Stavros & 
Westberg 2008) 
“Sponsorship is defined as “. . .the underwriting of a special event to support corporate 
objectives by enhancing corporate image, increasing awareness of brands, or directly 
stimulating sales of products and services” (Javalgi, Traylor, Gross, & Lampman, 1994, 
p. 48).” (p. 100) 
(Javalgi et al. 1994) 
(Zdravkovic, 
Magnusson & 
Stanley 2010) 
“sponsorship is defined as an investment, in cash or kind, in an activity in return for 
access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity 
(Meenaghan, 1991).” (p. 152) 
(Meenaghan 1991b) 
(Humphreys et al. 
2010) 
“Sponsorship is defined as an exchange between sponsor and event property whereby 
the event property receives compensation and the sponsor obtains the right to 
associate itself with the event; typically with the objectives of developing awareness 
and image (Cornwell, Roy, & Steinard, 2001).” (p. 97) 
(Cornwell, Roy & 
Steinard II 2001). 
(Lee 2010) “sport sponsorship is defined as a “business relationship between a provider of funds, 
resources, or services and a sport event or organization which offers in return specific 
rights that may be used for commercial advantages” (Howard and Crompton 2003, p. 
(Howard & 
Crompton 2003) 
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434).” (pp. 89-90) 
(Ngan, 
Prendergast & 
Tsang 2011) 
“Sponsorship is defined as “an investment, in cash or in kind, in an activity in return for 
access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity.” 
(Meenaghan, 1991).” (p. 551) 
(Meenaghan 1991b) 
(Zdravkovic & Till 
2012) 
“Formally, sponsorship is defined as an investment, in cash or kind, in an activity, in 
return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with that activity 
(Meenaghan 1991; IEG 2006). Areas of sponsorship are broad; they range from 
supporting sports, outdoor activities, concerts and academic gatherings to sponsoring 
buildings, social causes and research.” (p. 1) 
(Meenaghan 1991b) 
 
(International Events 
Group 2006) 
(White 2012) “Sponsorship is defined as payment for placement. The FCC rules state that 
sponsorship identification is required “when a broadcast station transmits materials for 
which money, service or other valuable consideration is paid, promised or accepted. . .” 
(FCC, 47 CFR 73.1212a). They go on to say, “for the purposes of this section, the term 
‘sponsored’ shall be deemed to have the same meaning as ‘paid for”’ (FCC, 47 CFR 
73.1212i).” (p. 78) 
Federal 
Communications 
Commission 
(Moital et al. 2012) “Event sponsorship is defined as “a commercial agreement by which a sponsor, for the 
mutual benefit of the sponsor and sponsored party, contractually provides financing or 
other support” (International Chamber of Commerce, 2003, p. 2).” (p. 290) 
International 
Chamber of 
Commerce (2003) 
(Buhler, Chadwick 
& Nufer 2009) 
 “Professional sports sponsorship is a business-related partnership between a sponsor 
and a sponsee based on reciprocity. The sponsor provides financial or non-financial 
resources directly to the sponsee and receives a predefined service in return in order to 
fulfil various sponsorship objectives” (p. 92) 
 
“The term ‘professional sports sponsorship’ indicated the commercial nature of sports 
sponsorship…” (p. 93) 
Original quote 
(Kim, Oh & 
Thorson 2012) 
 “sponsorship is defined as the philanthropic sponsorship of a non-profit event for a 
social cause (Calderon-Martinez, Mas-Ruis, & Nicolau-Gonzalbez, 2005), rather than a 
traditional definition of commercial sponsorship, which refers to a form of advertising.” 
(p. 2) 
(Calderon-Martinez, 
Mas-Ruiz & Nicolau-
Gonzalbez 2005) 
(Lii & Lee 2012)  “Sponsorship is a strategic investment, in cash or in kind (people or equipment), in an 
activity to access the exploitable commercial potential associated with the sponsored 
entity or event (Gwinner and Bennett 2008; Lachowetz et al. 2002)” (p. 71) 
(Gwinner & Bennett 
2008) 
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(Lachowetz et al. 
2002) 
(Lee & Lee 2013)  “Sport sponsorship is defined as the financial backing from a sponsoring company  
(i.e., sponsor) to a sport, sport team, or sport player (i.e., sponsee) to create an  
association among the sponsor, sponsee, and sport fans and to achieve the marketing  
objectives of the sponsoring company (Lee & Pedersen, 2011)” (p. 313) 
(Lee & Pedersen 
2011) 
Notes: aCornwell (1995) is defining sponsorship-linked marketing, and not sponsorship, per se. The definition is important however, 
and therefore is included 
This table is an extension of the table seen in Nickell, Cornwell and Johnston (2011) 
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Appendix 2 
Table 39: Outline of variables and items that were used during the pre-testing stage (including pilot study) and main study 
(also included in the tables are items that have poor content and construct validity as many of the items originally come from 
formative measures) 
Measure Original items from the measure [(R) = 
Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study Outcome of 
measure 
Entitativity 
(reflective 
measure) 
 
1. The members of the Church of 
England are as “one.” 
2. The Church of England is deeply 
divided and fractured (R). 
3. The Church of England is a cohesive 
group. 
4. The Church of England is like a single 
entity. 
5. The Church of England is a unified 
whole. 
(Sani 
2005) 
This group of event sponsors… 
1. ...is as “one.” 
 
2. ...has no divisions and fractures 
 
3. …is cohesive 
 
4. …is like a single entity 
 
5. ...is like a unified whole 
Used items retained 
for pilot and main 
study 
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Entitativity 
(reflective 
measure) 
 
1. The group of Spanish people is 
cohesive 
2. There is no doubt about the existence 
of the group of Spanish people. 
3. The group of Spanish people is 
tightly-knit 
4. The group of Spanish people is like a 
unified whole 
5. The group of Spanish people is a 
single entity 
6. When I think about the group of 
Spanish people I have a sense that it 
has tangible existence 
(Sani, 
Bowe & 
Herrera 
2007a) 
This group of event sponsors… 
1. NOT USED (similar to Sani 2005) 
 
2. NOT USED  
 
3. …is a 'tightly-knit' group 
 
4. NOT USED (similar to Sani 2005) 
 
5. NOT USED (similar to Sani 2005) 
 
6. NOT USED 
 
 
Used items retained 
for pilot and main 
study 
 
Entitativity 
(reflective 
measure) 
 
 
1. I feel that I and the other workers in 
this company are all in the same boat 
2. It is only possible to achieve an aim if 
all the employees in this company work 
together 
 
3. Workers in this company really do 
form a group 
(Voci 
2006) 
This group of event sponsors… 
 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
 
 
3. ...really do form a group 
After protocoling 
analysis adapted to 
 
 
 
 
 
 
...represents a 
group more than it 
does a collection of 
individual sponsors 
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Entitativity 
(formative 
measure) 
 
 
1. Some groups have the characteristics 
of a ‘group’ more than others do. To 
what extent does this group qualify as a 
‘group’? 
2. To what extent do you think the 
members of the group feel that they are 
part of their group? 
3. How cohesive is the group? 
4. How organized is the group? 
5. How much unity do you think the 
members of the group feel? 
 
6. How much do the group members 
interact with one another? 
7. To what extent are members of the 
group interdependent (i.e., dependent 
on each other) for achieving the group’s 
goals? 
8. How important is the group to its 
members? 
(Spencer-
Rodgers, 
Hamilton 
& 
Sherman 
2007a) 
This group of event sponsors… 
 
1. ...qualify as a ‘group’ 
 
 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
 
3. NOT USED (similar to Sani 2005) 
4. NOT USED 
5. NOT USED 
 
 
6. NOT USED 
 
7. NOT USED 
 
 
 
8. NOT USED 
After protocoling 
analysis adapted to 
...qualifies as a 
group more than it 
does a collection of 
individual sponsors 
 
The formative 
measures were not 
used 
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Measure 
Original items from the measure [(R) 
= Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study 
Outcome of 
measure 
Sponsee 
Equity 
 
 
1. (Brand’s) sponsorship of (sponsor 
object) makes me like (object) more5 
2. (Brand’s) sponsorship of (sponsor 
object) will increase my watching of 
(object) more 
(Olson 2010) The event sponsors’ sponsorship of 
the respective event… 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. …will increase my watching of the 
event more 
After protocoling, 
last item adapted 
slightly with the 
word ‘more’ 
removed 
…will increase my 
watching of the 
event 
Sponsee 
Equity 
 
Attendance Intention 
1. I intend to attend the (Team 
Name)'s game(s) 
2. The likelihood that I will attend the 
(Team Name)'s game(s) in the future 
is high 
3. I will attend the (Team Name)'s 
game(s) in the future 
(Kim, Trail & Ko 
2011) 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of 
the respective event… 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
 
3. …increases my chances of 
attending the event in the future 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Sponsee 
Equity 
 
 
1. I am a strong supporter of this 
event 
2. I would want to attend this event. 
3. I enjoy following coverage of this 
event 
4. This event is important to me 
(Speed & 
Thompson 
2000) 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of 
the respective event… 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. NOT USED 
3. …would probably make me follow 
the event more  
4. NOT USED 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
                                                          
5
 A  sponsor object is the same as a sponsee 
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Sponsee 
Equity 
 
 
1. I am very interested in the FIFA 
World Cup 2006 
2. I plan to follow broadcasts of the 
FIFA World Cup 2006 
3. The FIFA World Cup 2006 is a 
great event for me. 
(Woisetschläger 
& Michaelis 
2012) 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of 
the respective event… 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. …will increase my likelihood of 
following media coverage of the event 
3. NOT USED 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Sponsee 
Equity 
 
 
1. How likely is it that you will attend 
this event? 
(Walker et al. 
2011) 
The event sponsors’ sponsorship of 
the respective event… 
1. …would increase my likelihood of 
attending the event 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
 
  
APPENDICES 
   
PAGE 388 
Measure 
Original items from the measure [(R) = 
Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study 
Outcome of 
measure 
Purchase 
Intentions 
 
1. (Brand’s) sponsorship of (sponsor 
object) makes me more positive 
towards (brand) 
2. (Brand’s) sponsorship of (sponsor 
object) makes me like (brand) more 
3. (Brand’s) sponsorship of (sponsor 
object) makes it more likely I will do 
more business with them 
 
(Olson 
2010) 
As a result of this sponsorship … 
1. NOT USED 
 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
3. …it is likely that I will do business 
with this brand 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Purchase 
Intentions 
 
1. This sponsorship would make me 
more likely to use the sponsor’s product 
2. This sponsorship would make me 
more likely to consider this company’s 
products the next time I buy. 
3. I would be more likely to buy from the 
sponsor as a result of this sponsorship 
(Speed & 
Thompson 
2000) 
As a result of this sponsorship … 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
 
3. …I am likely to buy from this brand 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Purchase 
Intentions 
“If you or a friend had the need to buy 
the kind of products sold by [sponsor], 
how likely would you be to...?” 
1. Consider 
 
2. Purchase 
3. Recommend 
(Simmons & 
Becker-
Olsen 2006) 
As a result of this sponsorship … 
 
 
1. …I would consider buying from this 
brand 
2. …I would purchase from this brand 
3. NOT USED 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
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Purchase 
Intentions 
Please use the following scales to 
indicate your probability to purchase the 
food offered by [sponsor] the next time 
you buy fast food 
(1) Unlikely – Likely. 
(2) Impossible – Possible. 
(3) Improbable – probable. 
(Ngan, 
Prendergast 
& Tsang 
2011) 
As a result of this sponsorship … 
 
 
 
1. …I am likely to go for this brand 
2. NOT USED 
3. …I would probably buy from this 
brand 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
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Measure 
Original items from the measure [(R) = 
Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study 
Outcome of 
measure 
Sincerity  
 
1. The sport would benefit from this 
sponsorship at the grassroots level 
2. The main reason the sponsor would 
be involved in the event is because the 
sponsor believes the event deserves 
support 
3. This sponsor would be likely to have 
the best interests of the sport at heart 
4. This sponsor would probably support 
the event even if it had a much lower 
profile 
(Speed & 
Thompson 
2000) 
I feel that the sponsor of the respective 
event… 
1. …helps to benefit the sport at the 
grassroots level 
2. …is involved in the event because it 
believes the event deserves support 
 
 
3. …has the best interests of the event 
at heart  
4. NOT USED 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Sincerity  
 
1. The organization values my 
contribution to its well-being. 
2. If the organization could hire 
someone to replace me at a lower 
salary it would do so. 
3. The organization fails to appreciate 
any extra effort from me. 
4. The organization strongly considers 
my goals and values. 
5. The organization would understand a 
long absence due to my illness. 
6. The organization would ignore any 
complaint from me. (R) 
7. The organization disregards my best 
interests when it makes decisions that 
(Eisenberger 
et al. 1986) 
I feel that the sponsor of the respective 
event… 
1. NOT USED 
 
2. NOT USED 
 
 
3. NOT USED 
 
4. NOT USED 
 
5. NOT USED 
 
6. NOT USED 
 
7. NOT USED 
 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
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affect me. (R)  
8. Help is available from the 
organization when I have a problem.  
9.The organization really cares about 
my well-being.  
10. The organization is willing to extend 
itself in order to help me perform my job 
to the best of my ability  
11. The organization would fail to 
understand my absence due to a 
personal problem. (R) 
12. If the organization found a more 
efficient way to get my job done they 
would replace me. (R) 
13. The organization would forgive an 
honest mistake on my part. 
14. It would take only a small decrease 
in my performance for the organization 
to want to replace me. (R)  
15. The organization feels there is little 
to be gained by employing me for the 
rest of my career. (R) 
16. The organization provides me little 
opportunity to move up the ranks. (R) 
17. Even if I did the best job possible, 
the organization would fail to notice. (R) 
18. The organization would grant a 
reasonable request for a change in my 
working conditions. 
19. If I were laid off, the organization 
would prefer to hire someone new 
rather than take me back. (R) 
 
8. NOT USED 
 
9. …really cares about the event 
 
10. …is willing to extend itself in order 
to help the event 
 
11. NOT USED 
 
 
12. NOT USED 
 
 
13. …would forgive an honest mistake 
by the event organisers 
14. NOT USED 
 
 
15. NOT USED 
 
 
16. NOT USED 
 
17. NOT USED 
 
18. NOT USED 
 
 
19. NOT USED 
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20. The organization is willing to help 
me when I need a special favor. 
21. The organization cares about my 
general satisfaction at work.  
22. If given the opportunity, the 
organization would take advantage of 
me. (R) 
23. The organization shows very little 
concern for me. (R) 
24. If I decided to quit, the organization 
would try to persuade me to stay. 
25. The organization cares about my 
opinions. 
26. The organization feels that hiring 
me was a definite mistake. (R) 
27. The organization takes pride in my 
accomplishments at work. 
28. The organization cares more about 
making a profit than about me. (R) 
29. The organization would understand 
if I were unable to finish a task on time. 
30. If the organization earned a greater 
profit, it would consider increasing my 
salary. 
31. The organization feels that anyone 
could perform my job as well as I do. 
(R) 
32. The organization is unconcerned 
about paying me what I deserve. (R) 
33. The organization wishes to give me 
the best possible job for which I am 
qualified. 
20. NOT USED 
 
21. NOT USED 
 
22. NOT USED 
 
 
23. …shows a lot of concern for the 
event 
24. NOT USED 
 
25. …cares about the event organisers’ 
opinions 
26. NOT USED 
 
27. NOT USED 
 
28. NOT USED 
 
29. NOT USED 
 
30. NOT USED 
 
 
31. NOT USED 
 
 
32. NOT USED 
 
33. NOT USED 
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34. If my job were eliminated, the 
organization would prefer to lay me off 
rather than transfer me to a new job. 
(R) 
35. The organization tries to make my 
job as interesting as possible. 
36. My supervisors are proud that I am 
a part of this organization. 
34. NOT USED 
 
 
 
35. NOT USED 
 
36. NOT USED 
Sincerity  
“In effect consumers appear to receive 
sponsorship communications in a "halo 
of goodwill," which is driven by factors 
such as the perception of benefit, the 
subtlety of the message, and the 
disguised commercial intent of the 
communication.” (p. 209) 
(Meenaghan 
2001b) 
I feel that the sponsor of the respective 
event… 
1. …has goodwill intentions towards 
the event 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Sincerity “…participants across all conditions 
took for granted that a company had 
strategic motives for entering into a 
sponsorship…across conditions 
altruistic reasons played less of a role 
for the evaluation of [brand’s] 
sponsorship activity…In sum, 
respondents’ attributions clearly 
indicate that commercial sponsorship is 
associated with strategic, image-
enhancing motives, whereas altruistic 
reasons may only play a minor role.” (p. 
247) 
(Messner & 
Reinhard 
2012) 
I feel that the sponsor of the respective 
event… 
1. …is going above and beyond 
commercial reasons when sponsoring 
this event 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
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Measure 
Original items from the measure [(R) = 
Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study 
Outcome of 
measure 
Attitude 
towards 
sponsee 
sponsorship 
Attitudes towards the brand alliance: 
1. Negative-positive 
 
2. Unfavourable-favourable 
 
3. Bad-good 
(Simonin & 
Ruth 1998) 
 
1. I feel positive about sponsorship… 
 
2. I look upon sponsorship 
favourably… 
3. I think sponsorship is good… 
 
 
…in the [event] 
After protocoling, 
items changed to: 
 
1. …means I feel 
positive about 
sponsorship 
2. …means I look 
upon sponsorship 
favourably 
3. …means I think 
sponsorship is 
good 
Attitude 
towards 
sponsee 
sponsorship 
Alliance attitude index 
1. Bad/good 
2. Dislike/like 
3. Unappealing/appealing 
(Lanseng & 
Olsen 2012) 
Based on 
brand 
extension 
attitude 
(Desai & 
Keller 2002) 
 
1. NOT USED 
2. I like sponsorship… 
3. Sponsorship appeals to me… 
 
…in the [event] 
After protocoling, 
items changed to: 
2. …makes me like 
sponsorship 
3. …means 
sponsorship 
appeals to me 
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Measure 
Original items from the measure [(R) = 
Reverse Coded] 
Source Adapted items for use in study 
Outcome of 
measure 
Consumer-
brand 
Identificat-
ion with 
sponsor 
1. I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
brand X 
2. I identify strongly with brand X. 
3. Brand X embodies what I believe in 
4. Brand X is like a part of me 
5. Brand X has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me 
(Stokburger-
Sauer, 
Ratneshwar 
& Sen 2012) 
1. I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
this brand 
2. I identify strongly with this brand 
3. This brand embodies what I believe 
in 
4. This brand is like a part of me 
5. This brand has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
Consumer-
brand 
Identificat-
ion with 
sponsee 
(event) 
1. I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
brand X 
2. I identify strongly with brand X. 
3. Brand X embodies what I believe in 
4. Brand X is like a part of me 
5. Brand X has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me 
(Stokburger-
Sauer, 
Ratneshwar 
& Sen 2012) 
1. I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
this event 
2. I identify strongly with this event 
3. This event embodies what I believe 
in 
4. This event is like a part of me 
5. This event has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me 
Used items 
retained for pilot 
and main study 
 
 
  
APPENDICES 
   
PAGE 396 
Appendix 3: Copy of questionnaire used in main study 
 
 
Please note: 
 Only one scenario is presented in the appendix due to the length of the questionnaire if all eight scenarios are presented 
 More measures are included in the questionnaire than discussed in the thesis as the researcher will be using the data as 
part of future research studies 
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Appendix 4 
Table 40: Demographics – countries where all 334 respondents were from 
Country Number of Respondents 
ARMENIA 1 
AUSTRALIA 1 
BANGLADESH 2 
BARBADOS 1 
BELGIUM 1 
BRITISH ISLES 272 
BRUNEI 2 
BULGARIA 3 
CANADA 2 
CHINA 4 
CYPRUS 1 
EARTH 1 
EGYPT 1 
FRANCE 2 
GERMANY 2 
GREECE 3 
HONG KONG 2 
INDONESIA 1 
ISRAEL 1 
ITALY 4 
JAPAN 1 
JORDAN 1 
KAZAKHSTAN 1 
KENYA 1 
MALAYSIA 1 
MAURITIUS 1 
MEXICO 1 
MOLDOVA 1 
NIGERIA 1 
NORWAY 1 
PAKISTAN 1 
POLAND 1 
RUSSIA 1 
SEYCHELLES 1 
SOUTH AFRICA 1 
SOUTH KOREA 1 
SPAIN 2 
SRI LANKA 1 
SWEDEN 1 
SWITZERLAND 1 
THAILAND 1 
THE NETHERLANDS 2 
UGANDA 1 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 1 
ZIMBABWE 1 
TOTAL 334 
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Appendix 5: Non-response bias 
Table 41: Checking for non-response bias on first 52 respondents  
(First 20 versus last 20 respondents’ characteristics on age and years in UK) 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
YrsInUK 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.038 .846 -.607 38 .548 -.70000 1.15337 -3.03488 1.63488 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  -.607 37.887 .548 -.70000 1.15337 -3.03510 1.63510 
Age 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.475 .495 -.068 38 .946 -.05000 .73440 -1.53671 1.43671 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  -.068 31.736 .946 -.05000 .73440 -1.54641 1.44641 
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Table 42: Checking for non-response bias on first 52 respondents and the last 52 respondents 
(respondents’ characteristics on age and years in UK) 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean Difference Std. 
Error 
Differenc
e 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
YrsInUK 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.172 .680 -1.244 102 .216 -1.32692 1.06655 -3.44243 .78858 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  -1.244 90.645 .217 -1.32692 1.06655 -3.44561 .79177 
Age 
Equal variances 
assumed 
2.719 .102 -1.230 102 .222 -1.23077 1.00080 -3.21586 .75432 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  -1.230 79.066 .222 -1.23077 1.00080 -3.22280 .76126 
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Appendix 6: Kruskal-Wallis results 
Table 43: Official Providers 
Construct 
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Table 44: Official Financers 
Construct 
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Appendix 7: EFAs 
Table 45: SPSS’s EFA ‘Pattern Matrix’ Output 1 for Official Providers (when all 
Entitativity items included) 
Pattern Matrix
a
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Identification with sponsor 1       -.846  
Identification with sponsor 2       -.783  
Identification with sponsor 3       -.677  
Identification with sponsor 4       -.722  
Identification with sponsor 5       -.762  
Identification with sponsee 1     .814    
Identification with sponsee 2     .814    
Identification with sponsee 3     .630    
Identification with sponsee 4     .814    
Identification with sponsee 5     .850    
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 1        -.681 
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 2        -.635 
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 3  .407      -.587 
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 4  .708       
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 5  .614       
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 6  .841       
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 7  .912       
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 8  .780       
Sponsee equity 1    -.886     
Sponsee equity 2    -.885     
Sponsee equity 3    -.981     
Sponsee equity 4    -.916     
Sponsee equity 5    -.878     
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 1 .906        
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 2 .803        
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 3 .932        
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 4 .944        
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 5 .944        
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 6 .925        
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 1      -.890   
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 2      -.899   
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 3      -.940   
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 4      -.923   
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 5      -.923   
Focal sponsor sincerity 1   -.565      
Focal sponsor sincerity 2   -.833      
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Focal sponsor sincerity 3   -.829      
Focal sponsor sincerity 4   -.771      
Focal sponsor sincerity 5   -.741      
Focal sponsor sincerity 6   -.834      
Focal sponsor sincerity 7   -.812      
Focal sponsor sincerity 8   -.726      
Focal sponsor sincerity 9   -.697      
Focal sponsor sincerity 10   -.609      
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 14 iterations. 
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Table 46: SPSS’s EFA ‘Pattern Matrix’ Output 2 for Official Providers (when 
Entitativity item 1 removed) 
Pattern Matrix
a
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Identification with sponsor 1       -.845 
Identification with sponsor 2       -.760 
Identification with sponsor 3       -.689 
Identification with sponsor 4       -.747 
Identification with sponsor 5       -.783 
Identification with sponsee 1     .816   
Identification with sponsee 2     .820   
Identification with sponsee 3     .636   
Identification with sponsee 4     .811   
Identification with sponsee 5     .843   
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 2  .767      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 3  .797      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 4  .843      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 5  .865      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 6  .887      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 7  .819      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 8  .725      
Sponsee equity 1    -.887    
Sponsee equity 2    -.877    
Sponsee equity 3    -.947    
Sponsee equity 4    -.918    
Sponsee equity 5    -.872    
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 1 .907       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 2 .801       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 3 .933       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 4 .943       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 5 .941       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 6 .921       
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 1      -.889  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 2      -.886  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 3      -.925  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 4      -.910  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 5      -.913  
Focal sponsor sincerity 1   -.584     
Focal sponsor sincerity 2   -.836     
Focal sponsor sincerity 3   -.832     
Focal sponsor sincerity 4   -.787     
Focal sponsor sincerity 5   -.728     
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Focal sponsor sincerity 6   -.830     
Focal sponsor sincerity 7   -.818     
Focal sponsor sincerity 8   -.738     
Focal sponsor sincerity 9   -.703     
Focal sponsor sincerity 10   -.621     
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Table 47: SPSS’s EFA ‘Pattern Matrix’ Output 3 for Official Providers (when 
Entitativity item 2 removed) 
Pattern Matrix
a
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Identification with sponsor 1       -.838 
Identification with sponsor 2       -.752 
Identification with sponsor 3       -.689 
Identification with sponsor 4       -.749 
Identification with sponsor 5       -.781 
Identification with sponsee 1     .820   
Identification with sponsee 2     .823   
Identification with sponsee 3     .635   
Identification with sponsee 4     .805   
Identification with sponsee 5     .838   
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 1  .586      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 3  .787      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 4  .844      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 5  .860      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 6  .891      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 7  .824      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 8  .737      
Sponsee equity 1    -.887    
Sponsee equity 2    -.876    
Sponsee equity 3    -.945    
Sponsee equity 4    -.916    
Sponsee equity 5    -.870    
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 1 .908       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 2 .802       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 3 .936       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 4 .945       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 5 .942       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 6 .923       
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 1      -.886  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 2      -.881  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 3      -.920  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 4      -.904  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 5      -.907  
Focal sponsor sincerity 1   .585     
Focal sponsor sincerity 2   .836     
Focal sponsor sincerity 3   .832     
Focal sponsor sincerity 4   .788     
Focal sponsor sincerity 5   .730     
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Focal sponsor sincerity 6   .830     
Focal sponsor sincerity 7   .818     
Focal sponsor sincerity 8   .739     
Focal sponsor sincerity 9   .704     
Focal sponsor sincerity 10   .622     
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Table 48: SPSS’s EFA ‘Pattern Matrix’ Output 1 for Official Financers (when all 
Entitativity items included) 
Pattern Matrix
a
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Identification with sponsor 1       .755 
Identification with sponsor 2       .788 
Identification with sponsor 3       .735 
Identification with sponsor 4       .760 
Identification with sponsor 5       .725 
Identification with sponsee 1     .809   
Identification with sponsee 2     .839   
Identification with sponsee 3     .755   
Identification with sponsee 4     .791   
Identification with sponsee 5     .728   
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 1  .709      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 2  .832      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 3  .869      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 4  .875      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 5  .873      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 6  .915      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 7  .832      
Concurrent sponsor entitativity 8  .722      
Sponsee equity 1    -.911    
Sponsee equity 2    -.904    
Sponsee equity 3    -.949    
Sponsee equity 4    -.886    
Sponsee equity 5    -.857    
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 1 .929       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 2 .795       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 3 .921       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 4 .928       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 5 .928       
Purchase intentions towards focal sponsor 6 .930       
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 1      -.830  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 2      -.889  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 3      -.903  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 4      -.848  
Attitude towards sponsee sponsorship 5      -.844  
Focal sponsor sincerity 1   -.619     
Focal sponsor sincerity 2   -.851     
Focal sponsor sincerity 3   -.807     
Focal sponsor sincerity 4   -.729     
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Focal sponsor sincerity 5   -.694     
Focal sponsor sincerity 6   -.813     
Focal sponsor sincerity 7   -.775     
Focal sponsor sincerity 8   -.731     
Focal sponsor sincerity 9   -.701     
Focal sponsor sincerity 10   -.551     
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Appendix 8: All items that were removed during CFA  
Table 49: Official Provider and Official Financer contexts (in Lisrel syntax format) 
Official Providers Construct Official Financers 
!OPENTIT1 = 1*opentit 
OPENTIT2 = 1*opentit 
!OPENTIT3 = opentit 
OPENTIT4 = opentit 
OPENTIT5 = opentit  
OPENTIT6 = opentit 
!OPENTIT7 = opentit 
!OPENTIT8 = opentit 
Entitativity 
!OFENTIT1 = 1*ofentit 
OFENTIT2 = 1*ofentit 
!OFENTIT3 = ofentit 
OFENTIT4 = ofentit 
OFENTIT5 = ofentit  
OFENTIT6 = ofentit 
!OFENTIT7 = ofentit 
!OFENTIT8 = ofentit 
OPOE1 = 1*opobjeq 
OPOE2 = opobjeq 
!OPOE3 = opobjeq 
!OPOE4 = opobjeq 
OPOE5 = opobjeq 
Sponsee Equity 
OFOE1 = 1*ofobjeq 
OFOE2 = ofobjeq 
!OFOE3 = ofobjeq 
!OFOE4 = ofobjeq 
OFOE5 = ofobjeq 
OPPI1 = 1*oppisp 
!OPPI2 = oppisp 
OPPI3 = oppisp 
!OPPI4 = oppisp 
OPPI5 = oppisp  
!OPPI6 = oppisp 
Purchase intentions 
OFPI1 = 1*ofpisp 
!OFPI2 = ofpisp 
OFPI3 = ofpisp 
!OFPI4 = ofpisp 
OFPI5 = ofpisp  
!OFPI6 = ofpisp 
!OPSIN1 = 1*opsinsp 
OPSIN2 = 1*opsinsp 
!OPSIN3 = opsinsp 
OPSIN4 = opsinsp 
!OPSIN5 = opsinsp 
OPSIN6 = opsinsp 
OPSIN7 = opsinsp 
OPSIN8 = opsinsp 
OPSIN9 = opsinsp 
!OPSIN10 = opsinsp 
Focal sponsor sincerity 
!OFSIN1 = 1*ofsinsp 
OFSIN2 = 1*ofsinsp 
!OFSIN3 = ofsinsp 
OFSIN4 = ofsinsp 
!OFSIN5 = ofsinsp 
OFSIN6 = ofsinsp 
OFSIN7 = ofsinsp 
OFSIN8 = ofsinsp 
OFSIN9 = ofsinsp 
!OFSIN10 = ofsinsp 
!OPLSPO1 = 1*opoliksp 
!OPLSPO2 = opoliksp 
OPLSPO3 = 1*opoliksp 
OPLSPO4 = opoliksp 
OPLSPO5 = opoliksp 
Attitude towards this 
sponsee sponsorship 
!OFLSPO1 = 1*ofoliksp 
!OFLSPO2 = ofoliksp 
OFLSPO3 = 1*ofoliksp 
OFLSPO4 = ofoliksp 
OFLSPO5 = ofoliksp 
OPID_SP1 = 1*opidsp 
OPID_SP2 = opidsp 
!OPID_SP3 = opidsp 
OPID_SP4 = opidsp 
!OPID_SP5 =  opidsp 
Identification with a 
sponsor 
OFID_SP1 = 1*ofidsp 
OFID_SP2 = ofidsp 
!OFID_SP3 = ofidsp 
OFID_SP4 = ofidsp 
!OFID_SP5 =  ofidsp 
!OPEVID1 = 1*opidev 
OPEVID2 = 1*opidev 
OPEVID3 = opidev 
!OPEVID4 = opidev 
OPEVID5 = opidev 
Identification with a 
sponsee 
!OFEVID1 = 1*ofidev 
OFEVID2 = 1*ofidev 
OFEVID3 = ofidev 
!OFEVID4 = ofidev 
OFEVID5 = ofidev 
An ‘!’ indicates that an item has been removed 
